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 For many students with disabilities (SWD) earning a degree is a common aspiration, yet 
many SWD report difficulty with enrolling and earning credits in postsecondary education and 
securing and maintaining competitive employment (Lipscomb et al., 2017; Newman et al., 
2011). In an attempt to address this issue, federal legislation has been written that outlines a 
number of provisions that require all students, including those with disabilities to be college and 
career ready. A major component addressed in legislation around College and Career Readiness 
(CCR) is high expectations (ESSA, 2015). Expectations have been shown to be associated with 
student achievement in the general education setting (Molefe et al., 2017) and family 
expectations have shown to be predictors of post-school success for SWD (Doren et al., 2014; 
Kirby, 2016). There is a paucity of research examining teachers’ post-school expectations of 
SWD (Monahan et al., under review). Therefore the purpose of this study was to develop and 
validate the CCR-TES, an instrument that measures the post school expectations that educators 
have for SWD and those without.  
 The study was conducted in two phases: development and validation. In the development 
phase of the study, I conducted a comprehensive search of the literature, developed 54 items 
based on a six-domain framework of CCR for SWD, and elicited feedback from content experts 
and members of the target population. Based on this feedback, the instrument was revised. In 
phase two, I measured the psychometric properties of the CCR-TES through a cross-validation  
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split sample Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analysis. I also conducted a multiple group 
CFA (MG-CFA) and regression analyses.  
 The results of the study provided evidence for strongly correlated factors, highlighting 
the difficulty in measuring CCR. Through factor analysis, I identified one general CCR factor 
that included academic and non-academic items. There was measurement invariance between 
special and general education teachers, indicating that the CCR-TES functions similarly for both 
populations. The overall CCR-TES score for items pertaining to SWD was 4.089, or “slightly 
agree,” providing evidence that educators have somewhat low postsecondary expectations for 
students. I was unable to statistically compare this mean to that of items pertaining to students 
without disabilities (SWOD) due my inability to conduct a factor analysis with those items. 
However, this did provide initial evidence that expectations are different for SWD, as there was 
more variability in that data than SWOD. Finally, the following covariates did not act as 
predictors of CCR expectations: school setting, level of student support need, highest level of 
teacher education, and number of years the teacher had been teaching. Implications for teachers, 
researchers, and policymakers are discussed.   
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Over recent decades, there has been a decrease in opportunities for employment that do 
not require postsecondary education, which highlights the importance that all individuals are 
adequately prepared to succeed in postsecondary education and pursue meaningful careers 
(Watson, 2017). In place of jobs that only require a high school diploma, there has been an 
increase in “skilled-service industries” that require some form of postsecondary education 
(Carnevale et al., 2017). In addition to the need to obtain postsecondary education for job 
security, research has shown evidence of the positive outcomes associated with postsecondary 
education (Trostel, 2015; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018).  Unemployment rates decrease 
and median income rises as an individuals’ level of educational attainment increases (U.S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). Furthermore, postsecondary education is associated with 
higher reports of very good or excellent health, having a bank account, and higher rates of 
happiness (Trostel, 2015). Those with a college degree are also more likely to volunteer in their 
communities and make contributions to charities (Trostel, 2015). Despite knowing the benefits of 
postsecondary education, not all students are prepared for or are succeeding in postsecondary 
education or employment, especially students with disabilities (SWD; Lipscomb et al., 2017; 
Newman et al., 2011) 
Background of the Problem 
Obtaining some form of postsecondary education, including earning a 4-year degree, is a 
common aspiration for many SWD; yet, longitudinal studies show many students do not achieve 
these goals (Lipscomb et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2011; U.S. Department of Education, 2017). 
For example, eight years after exiting high school, SWD are less likely than their peers without 
disabilities to enroll in and complete postsecondary education. Additionally, individuals with 
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disabilities are less likely to be employed and earn lower wages compared to their peers without 
disabilities (Newman et al., 2011). In the more recent iteration of this longitudinal study, 
Lipscomb and colleagues reported that SWD are still less likely to expect to enroll in 
postsecondary education, less likely to take courses to prepare for college, are less likely to take 
college entrance than their peers without disabilities (Lipscomb et al., 2017).   
Federal legislation has been written in an attempt to close this gap, the most recent of 
which is the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015. This legislation outlines a number of 
provisions that require schools to provide all students with a high-quality education, with high 
expectations and the ultimate goal of college and career readiness (CCR; ESSA, 2015). CCR is a 
multidimensional construct that has been defined as the academic and nonacademic skills that 
are necessary for a student to succeed in college or a career (Conley, 2010; Farrington et al., 
2012; Morningstar, Lombardi et al., 2017). In a comprehensive analysis of ESSA, Malin et al. 
(2017) identified 21 components of the law that directly or indirectly require that all students be 
college and career ready. Specifically, there was a focus on underrepresented groups (including 
SWD) and the authors identified themes that promoted CCR, ranging from rigorous coursework, 
partnerships with postsecondary education institutions, an emphasis on Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math (STEM), and ensuring that services and programs at the school align with 
current labor trends (Malin et al., 2017).  
In addition to the themes outlined by Malin and colleagues (2017), ESSA (2015) 
highlights the importance of high expectations for all students. Therefore, it is important to 
understand the breadth of research on teacher expectations and student achievement. Studies has 
shown that expectations of SWD play a significant role in post-school outcomes and that family 
expectations are a predictor of post-school success for students with varying disabilities (Doren 
et al., 2014, Test, et al., 2015). Much of this research is based on longitudinal transition data (see 
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Newman et al., 2011) in which family expectations were included in the data set. When families 
held higher expectations, their children were more likely to obtain positive employment, 
postsecondary education, and independent living outcomes (Doren et al., 2014; Kirby, 2016). 
The next logical step is to examine teacher expectations. First, teacher expectations of 
students in general education influence student achievement (Molefe et al., 2017; Jussim & 
Harber, 2005). Specifically, two common theories cited in this research are the Pygmalion Effect 
(Brehm & Kassin, 1996) and the affect-effort theory (Rosenthal, 1997).  Both of these theories 
propose that individuals perform based on the way that others expect of them. According to this 
logic, low teacher expectations may contribute to low student outcomes, and vice versa. 
However, this body of literature is dated (e.g., Brophy & Good, 1970; Brophy & Good, 1974) 
and warrants a revival given how the policies and economy have since changed. 
The second reason that teacher expectations should be examined more closely is the more 
recent popularity of the term “high expectations” in legislation and CCR initiatives. For example, 
ESSA (2015) highlights the importance of holding high expectations for all students, including 
those with disabilities, as a critical component of broader CCR initiatives. However, to date, only 
eight studies have empirically examined teachers’ postsecondary expectations for students with 
disabilities, and none have examined CCR expectations specifically (see Harvey et al., 2005, 
2007; Harvey & Pellock, 2003, 2004; Keel et al., 2018; Levin et al., 1982; Shifrer, 2013; Sinclair 
et al., 2017). Within these studies, it was found that CTE teachers, high school general education 
teachers, and professionals involved in a student’s transition held lower expectations for 
employment and postsecondary success for SWD compared to their peers without disabilities. 
Specifically, teachers indicated that SWD would be less likely to access postsecondary 
education, succeed in postsecondary education, and gain and maintain employment (see Harvey 
et al. 2005, 2007; Harvey & Pellock, 2003, 2004; Keel et al., 2018; Levin et al., 1982; Shifrer, 
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2013; Sinclair et al., 2017). Additionally, these studies have not examined teacher expectations 
as a predictor of post-school success for SWD.  
Given the evidence based on the predictive power of parental expectations (Doren et al., 
2014; Test et al., 2015), and the mainstream and policy excitement over high expectations, it is 
critical that the field is able to empirically study the claims made with regard to the benefit of 
holding high expectations as well as understand teacher post-school expectations for SWD 
within the context of CCR. This is particularly important given that legislation requires that 
schools must ensure that all students are college and career ready. 
Purpose, Research Questions and Hypotheses 
Currently, there is no instrument that measures the CCR expectations educators have for 
SWD. Given the poor post-school outcomes for SWD and the importance of teacher 
expectations, an instrument of this type is necessary for the field. First, in order to understand if 
teacher expectations impact student post-school outcomes, there must be a measurable and valid 
way to capture those expectations. This is a vital first step in determining the importance of 
teacher expectations. If there is a correlation between teachers’ CCR expectations for SWD and 
their outcomes, the next step will be to determine a causal relationship. Once validated, the 
instrument may be used in longitudinal studies to study this relationship and measure the 
effectiveness of professional development related to improving CCR outcomes for SWD.  
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to develop and validate the College and Career 
Readiness- Teacher Expectation Survey (CCR-TES). I developed a preliminary version of the 
CCR-TES based on current literature in the field of special education and CCR.  The original 
constructs in the CCR-TES were modeled after the constructs identified by Morningstar, 
Lombardi and colleagues (2017) and included a secondary educator’s expectation that students 
with and without disabilities can acquire skills in the following areas: (1) Academic Engagement, 
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(2) Mind-sets, (3) Learning Processes, (4) Critical Thinking, (5) Interpersonal Engagement, and 
(6) Transition Competencies. 
In this study, I addressed the following research questions:   
1. To what extent do the hypothesized constructs (Academic Engagement, Mindsets, 
Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, Interpersonal Engagement and Transition 
Competencies) explain the pattern of correlations in the responses in the CCR-
TES? 
2. Does the CCR-TES function similarly for general education and special education 
teachers? 
3. To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR expectations for students with 
disabilities between secondary special educators and general educators? 
4. To what extent, if any, are there differences between educators’ CCR expectations 
for students with disabilities and those without?  
5. Do demographic variables (e.g. school type, years teaching, teaching settings) 
predict teacher expectations for students with disabilities?  
Given the findings of past studies examining teacher expectations and the complexity of 
CCR frameworks found in the literature, I developed a number of hypotheses prior to the 
implementation of the study. The first hypothesis was that while the six constructs proposed 
were validated by a series of focus groups with key transition stakeholders (see Morningstar, 
Lombardi et al., 2017), the complexity of the overall CCR construct and correlation between 
each individual construct may result in fewer than six final factors (Lombardi, Freeman, & 
Rifenbark, 2018; Monahan & Bellara, 2018). Given the paucity of research on postsecondary 
teacher expectations for SWD and the inability to determine expectation differences between 
general and special education teacher expectations (Monahan, under review), I also hypothesized 
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that the CCR-TES would function similarly for both populations of educators, or that 
measurement invariance would exist. The final hypothesis was that disability category, teacher 
status (general education versus special education) and teacher demographics would impact 
teacher expectations.  
Research Design 
In Chapter 3, I discuss the research design and statistical analysis in detail. This section 
serves as an overview of the research design. I conducted the study in two phases: development 
and validation. In order to develop the instrument, I conducted a comprehensive review of the 
CCR literature, explored existing expectation measures, and created a pool of 54 items that I 
believed covered the six constructs. Once this was done, I sent the items for content validation by 
ten experts in the field, as well as one member of the target population. I compiled and analyzed 
the data, resulting in a number of items being reworded, removed, or aligned with a new 
construct. Additionally, I reduced the constructs from six to five based on feedback from the 
experts. The next component of the development phase consisted of a focus group of current and 
former secondary educators. Focus group participants were provided the survey a week in 
advance and asked to review the instrument with a focus on usability and item clarity. I then used 
this feedback to refine the instrument prior to dissemination for data collection. 
The second phase of the study involved validating the psychometric properties of the 
instrument. I achieved this by conducting a split-sample cross validation Exploratory Factor 
Analysis and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Once a model was identified, I answered the 
remaining research questions via a Multiple-Group CFA (MG-CFA), and a regression analysis.  
Dissertation Organization 
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. Chapter 2 provides a comprehensive 
literature review of the empirical support for different CCR frameworks, the existing literature 
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on CCR teacher expectations of SWD and a discussion of the importance of understanding these 
two concepts together. Chapter 3 is a review of the methods used in this study, including content 
validation, recruitment, and a comprehensive review of the factor analysis conducted. Chapter 4 
discusses the results of the study, and Chapter 5 addresses implications of the findings, 
limitations of the study, and recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
America’s economy has changed significantly over the last few decades, and there has 
been a decrease in opportunities for employment that do not require postsecondary education, 
highlighting the importance that individuals are prepared to succeed in postsecondary education 
and, subsequently, meaningful careers (Watson, 2017). As discussed in Chapter 1, there are 
several benefits to postsecondary education, including better employment outcomes, and a higher 
quality of life as conceptualized by an increase in health, financial stability, and higher rates of 
happiness (Trostel, 2015). Despite the importance of postsecondary education, a number of 
factors may impact a student’s readiness for the new environment, and many SWD are not 
successful (Lipscomb et al., 2017; McFarland et al., 2017).  
Federal Legislation Focused on Student Outcomes 
Since the early 2000s, federal legislation has repeatedly addressed the goal of improving 
postsecondary education and employment outcomes for all students. In 2004 the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) mandated that all SWD receive a 
coordinated set of activities, known as transition services, aimed toward accomplishing 
individualized post-school goals. These goals include postsecondary education, employment, 
and, when appropriate, independent living (IDEIA, 2004). In 2006, the Carl D. Perkins Career 
and Technical Education Act (Perkins) was signed into law. The goal of Perkins was to improve 
CCR skills of students in Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs through promoting 
connections between secondary and postsecondary settings, as well as maintaining high 
expectations and rigorous coursework (Carl D. Perkins, 2006). In 2018, Perkins was reauthorized 
as the Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act (more commonly 
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known as Perkins V), which places a stronger emphasis on improving employment outcomes for 
students in CTE (Perkins V, 2018).  
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 emphasized the importance of all 
students, including those with disabilities, becoming college and career ready. ESSA (2015) 
highlights high expectations and access to a high-quality education while specifically addressing 
subpopulations of traditionally underserved students (students in poverty, minorities, SWD, and 
English Language Learners). In a review of the legislative text, Malin et al. (2017) identified 21 
components that either directly or indirectly require all students to be college and career ready. 
Specifically, the authors identified themes in the text ranging from rigorous coursework, 
partnerships with postsecondary education institutions, an emphasis on Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math (STEM), and ensuring that services and programs at the school align with 
current labor trends.  
College and Career Readiness  
Before ESSA (2015), many states had adopted the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS), which prompted discussions about what it meant to be college and career ready 
(Mishkind, 2014). As of 2014, many states defined CCR within their state department of 
education. The majority of states defined CCR with one definition for both college and career, 
while some chose to define college readiness and career readiness separately (Mishkind, 2014). 
More than half of the states included the following components in their definitions: academic 
knowledge; critical thinking and problem solving; social and emotional learning; collaboration or 
communication; grit, resilience, or perseverance; and citizenship or community involvement 
(Mishkind, 2014). While policymakers have worked to develop definitions of CCR, scholars 
have also hypothesized how CCR may be defined. In order for educators and policymakers to 
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make appropriate decisions related to preparing students for post-school success, there must be a 
CCR framework that is grounded in evidence and empirically supported.   
To fully understand how scholars have defined CCR in the literature, I conducted a 
systematic literature review of CCR frameworks. Specifically, the search included ERIC, 
Academic Search Premiere, and PsycInfo using the following terms: (“college and career 
readiness” OR “career readiness” OR “career preparation” OR “work readiness” OR “college 
preparation” OR “college readiness” OR “postsecondary education readiness”) AND (framework 
OR model) AND (“high school” OR secondary). The search term ("Special education students" 
OR "special needs students") was added to capture frameworks specific to SWD. To be included 
in the review, the articles must have been peer-reviewed and written in English. Appendix A 
includes a full description of inclusion criteria and Monahan et al. (2020) describes the coding 
process in full detail. 
I analyzed 26 articles that described a framework or construct of CCR. The publication 
window for the identified articles was fairly narrow, as all studies were published between 2006 
and 2018. The article published in 2006 described a paradigm for “work readiness” (Bickel, 
2006), while “college readiness” descriptions began emerging in the literature in 2007 (Conley, 
2007). The term “college and career readiness” was not used in articles until 2010 (Hooker & 
Brand, 2010). CCR is a newer concept in the research, and it is important to continue to conduct 
studies that explore CCR frameworks from a variety of perspectives. 
More than half of the articles that studied CCR frameworks made no mention of SWD. 
The priority of ESSA and other education legislation is that every student, including those with 
disabilities, must be college and career ready. If studies examining what it means to be college 
and career ready are not inclusive of unique populations such as SWD, this population of 
students may be left out of the CCR conversation. The lack of focus on SWD in CCR may lead 
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to a lack of resources and access to programs that show effectiveness in increasing CCR for 
SWD.   
Empirical Support for College and Career Readiness 
Experts in the field have provided compelling arguments for the use of different 
frameworks or definitions of CCR that promote both academic and non-academic skills(Conley, 
2012; Farrington et al., 2012). State departments of education define CCR in several ways, and 
there is evidence to show that many states include skills that align with proposed frameworks 
(Mishkind, 2014). Many studies in this literature review identified similar CCR components 
including transition skills (Conley, 2010; Morningstar, Lombardi, et al., 2017) and external 
factors to success such as student motivation, college culture awareness, and financial literacy 
(Karp & Hughes, 2008; Leonard, 2013; Molle & Lee, 2017; Welton & Martinez, 2014). These 
findings confirm the belief that CCR frameworks are complex and include both academic and 
non-academic constructs.   
However, out of the 26 articles, only 10 were original research studies (four quantitative, 
four qualitative, and two mixed methods). Thus, there is a paucity of empirical support for these 
frameworks. Specifically, there is no empirical evidence for the Farrington and colleagues (2012) 
framework, and only initial evidence exists for Conley's (2010) framework, as evidenced by 
three studies (see Leonard, 2013; Lombardi et al., 2011, 2012). These studies are empirical and 
provide initial evidence for the use of this framework, but all studies explored proximal 
outcomes of CCR and have yet to measure distal, or long-term outcomes of engaging with this 
framework. Additionally, Conley’s (2010) framework does not mention SWD.  
Morningstar, Lombardi, et al. (2017), Morningstar, Zagona, et al. (2017), and Lombardi, 
Freeman, and Rifenbark (2018) provided initial evidence of CCR frameworks that highlight both 
academic and non-academic skills for students with and without disabilities. Specifically, the 
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Morningstar, Lombardi, and colleagues framework includes six domains: Academic 
Engagement, Mindsets, Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, Interpersonal Engagement, and 
Transition Competencies (see Chapter Three for a detailed description of these domains). The 
previously mentioned studies provide initial evidence to support the concept of academic and 
non-academic skills embedded within the six-domain framework. I chose to use this framework 
for the current study due to the empirical evidence, albeit it limited at the present time, and the 
explicit inclusion of SWD.  
The Importance of Educator Expectations 
Holding high expectations for all students, including those with disabilities, is a critical 
component of broader CCR initiatives because students are not entering postsecondary education 
with the skills necessary to succeed, which may indicate that rigor is too low (National Center on 
Education and the Economy, 2013). It is imperative to understand teacher post-school 
expectations for SWD within the context of CCR because federal legislation mandates that 
schools must ensure that all students are college and career ready and that education stakeholders 
should be holding high expectations for all students. In addition, the current research base reveals 
the importance of teacher expectations (Jussim & Harber, 2005), specifically for SWD (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2017). However, to date, most research on expectations has been 
conducted with parents and families. Findings have shown that family expectations of SWD play 
a significant role in post-school outcomes and are a predictor of post-school success for students 
with different disabilities (Doren et al., 2014; Kirby, 2016; Showers & Kinsman, 2017; Test et 
al., 2015). Expectations are an important component of student success, but educator 
expectations remain relatively unexplored in the research.  
An important first step to increase CCR skills in SWD is understanding what educators 
believe about the futures of the students they teach. There has not been a comprehensive review 
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of the literature related to postsecondary outcome expectations of teachers, specifically for SWD. 
Therefore, I systematically searched ERIC, Academic Search Premiere, and PsycInfo for using 
the following search terms: ("high school" OR secondary) AND (teacher) AND (“special 
education students” OR “special needs students” OR “disabilit*) AND (expectation*). To be 
included for the full review, articles needed to be peer-reviewed, written in English. Appendix A 
describes the full inclusion criteria and Monahan et al. (under review) includes a detailed 
description of the coding process. Overall, educators involved in the eight studies identified in 
this search did not believe that SWD could achieve post-school outcomes comparable to their 
peers without disabilities (Harvey et al., 2005; 2007; Harvey & Pellock, 2003; 2004; Keel et al., 
2018; Levin et al., 1982; Shifrer, 2013; Sinclair et al., 2017). However, it is important to note 
that there were only eight articles published from 1982 to 2018, many of which examined 
different teacher roles (general education teachers, special education teachers, career and 
technical education teachers, etc.), which makes drawing conclusions across studies difficult. 
Five of these articles were written before 2010 when CCR was prevalent in policy or literature, 
adding to the need to study current expectations.  
Bridging the Gap Between SWD and CCR  
There are a number of overlapping themes that emerge when comparing the literature 
specific to CCR to the literature found on examining post-school expectations for SWD. The first 
is the lack of SWD in research concerning CCR or post-school expectations. If SWD are not 
being discussed in the literature on CCR alongside their peers without disabilities, and there is a 
lack of understanding about what teachers believe SWD can do once they leave high school, 
there is a significant gap in understanding post-school outcomes for SWD. 
Parallel to this, the expectations of educators do not align with the concept of CCR itself. 
As discussed previously, recent legislation states that all students should be ready for college and 
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careers. If educators do not believe that SWD can be successful in college and careers, SWD are 
immediately starting their journey to post-school outcomes at a disadvantage. Only three studies 
were conducted after 2010 when CCR was more prevalent in the literature, but expectations for 
SWD were the same, and there was misalignment to the idea that all students should be college 
and career ready. In conducting this study, I will be able to begin to answer the question: Have 
teacher expectations’ for SWD increased overtime?  
 The most recent longitudinal data on outcomes for SWD show that they are completing 
postsecondary education and have employment rates below their peers without disabilities 
(McFarland et al., 2017).  These statistics, addressed in the context of the findings of this 
literature review, pose an important question: Do educators' low post-school expectations affect 
outcomes of SWD?  Empirical support exists to argue that teacher expectations do influence 
outcomes for SWD (Jussim & Harber, 2005). If teachers have low expectations for SWD and do 
not believe they are as capable of succeeding in college and careers as their peers without 
disabilities, their expectations may negatively impact how they engage with SWD regarding 
CCR. The fact that there are only eight studies that examine expectations of educators makes it 
difficult to understand the current state of expectations in the context of CCR.  
Rationale for Study and Research Questions 
  Given the continued barriers SWD face in the successful completion of postsecondary 
education, maintaining competitive and meaningful employment, and recent legislative emphasis 
on CCR, it is imperative to continue examining why outcomes for SWD continue to lag behind 
their peers. As previously stated, it is crucial to understand what educators expect will happen to 
SWD in their future, with a specific emphasis on education and employment as I identified 
several studies confirming low expectations for SWD (Harvey et al., 2005; 2007; Harvey & 
Pellock, 2003; 2004; Keel et al., 2018; Levin et al., 1982; Shifrer, 2013; Sinclair et al., 2017). 
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The current study sought to develop and validate the CCR-TES, an affective instrument 
designed to measure CCR expectations of secondary special and general educators. The CCR-
TES focuses on comparing CCR expectations between general and special education teachers, as 
well as comparing CCR expectations for SWD and students without disabilities. An instrument 
of this type is critical, given the poor post-school outcomes for SWD and correlations between 
teacher expectations and academic achievement of students (Jussim & Harber, 2005; Newman et 
al., 2011). The CCR-TES can serve as a measurement tool in research studies exploring the 
impact of teacher expectations on outcomes for SWD, as well as studies examining the 
effectiveness of professional development in this area. Additionally, districts may use the 
instrument to assess the level of expectations that its teachers hold for SWD, informing possible 
professional development opportunities.  
  An instrument that measures teachers' postsecondary expectations for SWD must be 
created to better understand these expectations within the current educational climate. Therefore, 
the purpose of this study was to develop and validate an instrument that examined educator 
expectations for SWD as they relate to CCR. Specifically, the following research questions were 
addressed: 
1. To what extent do the hypothesized constructs (Academic Engagement, Mindsets, 
Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, Interpersonal Engagement and Transition 
Competencies) explain the pattern of correlations in the responses in the CCR-TES? 
2. Does the CCR-TES function similarly for general education and special education 
teachers? 
3. To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR expectations for students with 
disabilities between secondary special educators and general educators? 
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4. To what extent, if any, are there differences between educators’ CCR expectations for 
students with disabilities and those without?  
5. Do demographic variables (e.g., school type, years teaching, teaching settings) predict 
teacher expectations for students with disabilities? 
In this chapter I discussed the emerging evidence of a CCR framework specific to SWD, 
as well as the paucity of research in examining teachers’ post-school expectations for this 
population. While there have been very few studies, the findings that do exist show low 
postsecondary education and employment outcomes for SWD (Harvey et al., 2005; 2007; 
Harvey & Pellock, 2003; 2004; Keel et al., 2018; Levin et al., 1982; Shifrer, 2013; Sinclair et 
al., 2017). Chapter 3 discusses the develop and validation of the CCR-TES and the findings 
related to the research questions described previously.  
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Chapter 3 
Methods 
The goal of this study was to explore secondary general and special educators’ CCR 
expectations for SWD by developing and validating the College and Career Readiness-Teacher 
Expectations Survey (CCR-TES). The study took place in two phases: development and 
validation. Phase 1, the development phase, was completed through item review by a panel of 
experts and a teacher focus group. The second phase of the study, the validation phase, included 
a series of quantitative analyses, using a split-sample cross-validation to conduct an Exploratory 
Factor Analysis (EFA), which informed the a priori model tested in a Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis (CFA).  The subsequent section provides a detailed overview of the process. 
Phase 1: Instrument Development and Content Validity 
Researchers cannot directly observe the CCR expectations of educators. Therefore, CCR 
expectations must be measured through an affective instrument containing a comprehensive set 
of items that are related to an educator’s expectations. Affective instruments measure both the 
direction of an individuals’ beliefs and the intensity with which they hold the beliefs (Anderson 
& Bourke, 2000). Specific to the CCR-TES, teachers may either feel positively (students can 
achieve positive CCR outcomes), or they may feel negatively (students cannot achieve positive 
CCR outcomes) toward the target expectation under review. The CCR-TES originally contained 
six proposed domains, as described next. After a comprehensive review of CCR and expectations 
in the literature, I determined that the constructs and items would be grounded in the CCR 
framework established by Morningstar, Lombardi et al., (2017). While this is not an incremental 
validity study (Kline, 2016), the items on the CCR-TES align with an existing CCR instrument 
designed for use with students (Lombardi, Freeman, & Rifenbark, 2018), increasing the content 
validity of the CCR-TES.  
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CCR-TES Domains  
The Academic Engagement Expectation (AEE) domain includes teacher expectations that 
all students can engage with academic content. The core theme of this domain is the acquisition 
of academic content through interacting and engaging with the material. This component of the 
CCR-TES also measures a teacher's expectation of cognitive and behavioral skills that students 
need to engage with academics successfully. These skills include attendance, homework 
completion, active participation in class, and less observable skills, such as making connections 
between different academic subject areas.  
The Mindsets Expectations (ME) construct captures a teacher's expectation that students 
can acquire the mentality that they can do well academically and in their careers. This domain 
contains skills such as developing a sense of belonging, a growth mindset, ownership of learning, 
and perseverance. This component of the CCR-TES measures a teacher's expectation that all 
students can take academic risks and understand the importance of the growth that comes from 
making mistakes. The next construct included in the CCR-TES is the Learning Processes 
Expectations (LPE). Items in this construct measure a teacher’s expectations that all students can 
learn skills necessary to engage in the learning process successfully. These skills include test-
taking, studying, and time management.    
 The Critical Thinking Teacher Expectations (CTTE) domain measures a teacher’s 
expectation that a student can learn to think critically about academics and the world around 
them. The items on the CTTE component of the CCR-TES include skills related to formulating 
problems, hypothesizing solutions, collecting evidence, analyzing the evidence, and 
communicating findings. The Interpersonal Engagement Expectation (IEE) domain focuses on 
social skills with an emphasis on interactions with other individuals as well as understanding 
within themselves. The IEE component of the CCR-TES measures a teacher’s expectation that 
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all students can show responsibility and adaptability across educational and non-educational 
settings, collaborate with peers, and have an awareness of how others may be feeling or 
perceiving situations. The final construct is the Transition Competencies Expectations (TCE). 
The TCE component measures a teacher’s expectation that students can learn the skills necessary 
to be successful after high school. The items measuring this construct focus on employment, 
postsecondary education, and independent living, with a focus on understanding shifting cultures 
and responsibilities within each unique setting. 
Item Development  
The CCR-TES was designed for use by general and special educators who teach in grades 
9 through 12, as well as in transition programs for individuals with disabilities through age 21. 
An initial draft of the instrument contained 54 items with the intention of each item being asked 
about students with and without disabilities, separately. The "expectations of students without 
disabilities" group referred to all items about students who are not on an Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) and do not have documented disabilities through IDEIA (2004). The 
second group, “expectations of students with disabilities,” contained all items relating to students 
on an IEP but does not include students on plans based on Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973. Appendix B includes the original 54 item instrument. 
Items began with the following stem: “I believe (students without disabilities/ students 
with disabilities) can…” Each item was measured on a six-point Likert scale (completely agree, 
mostly agree, slightly agree, slightly disagree, moderately disagree, and strongly disagree). I 
chose to use a six-point scale to eliminate the possibility of participants choosing a neutral 
position; however, participants were allowed to skip any item throughout the survey, which 
ensured compliance with the University of Connecticut’s Institutional Review Board (Office of 
the Vice President for Research, n.d.).  
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In addition, the six-point scale allowed the item responses to be treated as continuous 
variables, a necessary assumption for linear factor analysis (which will be described later). The 
CCR-TES also included a short set of demographic items to understand the respondents better 
and to explore their significance as predictor variables (see Appendix C). 
Content Expert Validation. Content validity refers to the extent to which the items are 
asking what is intended, and the different dimensions of the hypothesized factors are well 
accounted for (Kane, 2009). Following item development, evidence of content validity was 
obtained through a panel review of 10 expert researchers in CCR or related fields. Content 
validation is a critical step of developing an instrument, and the members who complete the 
validation must be experts in the field, as demonstrated through peer-reviewed research and an 
advanced degree in the topic (Kline, 2016). The experts needed to be well versed in the research 
in transition services and CCR. Appendix D lists the individuals who participated in expert 
content validation. Also, one member of the target population completed a content validation 
form to include input from potential participants at this early stage of content validation (Vogt et 
al., 2004). Individuals who completed the form were compensated for their time with a $20 gift 
card.  
Each expert received a brief synopsis of the literature used to create the constructs and 
items and a content validation form (see Appendix E). The experts had two weeks from the date 
of distribution to complete the form, with a reminder email one week into the two-week time 
frame. The content validation form asked experts to identify which factor each item was 
associated with (item-factor match). Based on the literature review, I hypothesized that each item 
would load onto a specific construct. The item-factor match component of the validation form 
tested this hypothesis. Specifically, experts read an item and identified which construct they 
believed it belonged to most strongly. Then they identified the confidence of their choice (not 
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very sure, somewhat sure, and very sure), and the relevance of the item (McCoach et al., 2013). 
Open-ended questions were included to offer experts an opportunity to provide qualitative 
feedback. Based on the compiled scores, I retained, deleted, or revised the items on the CCR-
TES (described in Chapter 4). Items with at least 80% agreement among the experts were 
retained. Confidence and relevance must also have been high (2.0 or higher; McCoach et al., 
2013). In addition to content experts, I presented this study at a conference of special education 
researchers in April of 2019 (prior to revisions) and acquired feedback from special education 
researchers about the items.   
Focus group. I assessed the usability of the instrument through a focus group with 
special education and general education teachers (Vogt et al., 2004). The focus group allowed for 
the target population to provide input about the constructs, items, and usability. The information 
collected from the focus group was used for the sole purpose of revising the instrument. 
Participants for the focus group were recruited from one of several national conference 
presentations in 2018 and 2019 and through social media. A total of three participants 
participated in the focus group and were compensated for their time with a $15 gift card. The 
focus group was conducted remotely via WebEx to allow for geographic and time differences of 
current practicing educators. I destroyed the contact information of all participants after the focus 
group was completed.   
The CCR-TES was sent to participants before the focus group, with instructions to 
complete the survey ahead of time. The format of the focus group followed the agenda outlined 
by Kreuger (1998). Specifically, the group began with a welcome and introduction of the 
facilitator and notetaker, followed by introductions of the participants. I then introduced the topic 
of the focus group and the guidelines for participation. Appendix F contains a list of questions 
that I asked the participants, which align with recommendations from Kreuger (1998). 
22 
 
A designated notetaker captured the information provided by the participants. The focus 
group was not audio recorded because doing so may have caused participants not to speak as 
candidly as they may have otherwise. Also, participants provided direct feedback easily captured 
by a notetaker and did not require transcription or coding. Before data collection, I used feedback 
from the focus group to revise the instrument (described in Chapter 4). Once revisions to the 
CCR-TES were complete, the instrument was distributed according to the methods described 
next.  
Phase 2: Validation Phase 
 The second phase of the study consisted of instrument validation. The instrument was 
uploaded to Qualtrics for data collection, which allowed for anonymous submissions, item 
randomization, and formatting that was conducive to answering a large number of items 
efficiently. An EFA, CFA, reliability, and subsequent analyses were conducted. The population 
for this study consisted of secondary (grades 9-12+) special education and general education 
teachers.   
The first research question that I answered was: To what extent do the hypothesized 
constructs (Academic Engagement, Mindsets, Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, 
Interpersonal Engagement, and Transition Competencies) explain the pattern of correlations in 
the responses in the CCR-TES? To answer this question, I conducted an EFA and CFA, in 
which, I used a split-sample cross-validation design. Each completed survey was randomly 
assigned to either the EFA sample or the CFA sample. Using Microsoft Excel, I randomly split 
the sample so that the minimum necessary for the EFA was met first. The subsequent sections 
outline the necessary sample sizes for both EFA and the CFA techniques that were used. 
Recruitment  
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Overall, there was a goal of 900 respondents to conduct the EFA, CFA and multiple 
group-CFA (MG-CFA). The recommended sample for conducting factor analysis is 5-10 
observations per item (n:q; McCoach et al., 2013). The current instrument has a total of 42 items. 
There is evidence that instruments with high communalities require smaller n:q ratios 
(MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong 1999). Based on the literature, and previously 
conducted factor analyses using CCR that have resulted in highly correlated items on CCR 
instruments (see Lombardi, Freeman, & Rifenbark, 2018; Monahan & Bellara, 2018), I 
hypothesized that the items on the CCR-TES would be highly correlated and produce mid-to-
large communalities, allowing for a smaller sample size if necessary. Based on a 5:1 ratio, I set a 
sample goal of 210 observations for the EFA.  
Measurement invariance must be established via a MG-CFA before drawing comparisons 
between two populations. There is currently no consensus in the field regarding the necessary 
sample size for MG-CFA; however, there is agreement on the complexity of determining sample 
size for this method (Meade & Kroustalis, 2005).  The ability to establish measurement 
invariance depends on having a larger sample (i.e., higher than 100 per group), the number of 
factors extracted, and item communalities (Meade & Kroustalis, 2005). Given these 
considerations, the goal sample was 300 per group.  
To increase the likelihood of participation, individuals who completed a survey were 
entered in a drawing to win one of four $50 Visa gift cards.  Several recruitment techniques were 
used, and data collection happened in two phases; once in the spring and multiple times in the 
fall of 2019. This was because the instrument was ready for data collection as the academic year 
was ending, and many teachers may have been done teaching for the summer. In the spring phase 
of data collection, I sent a recruitment email via the Connecticut State Department of Education 
to the Connecticut Transition Community of Practice and the Transition Taskforce. Additionally, 
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the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) shared information about the 
study in a newsletter that was distributed to roughly 2,800 individuals. Recruitment was also 
done through posts on social media, specifically Facebook and Twitter. The spring phase of data 
collection resulted in 51 responses.  
In the fall, participants were recruited through a series of large and medium-sized 
listservs. The following organizations sent emails to their members: the Connecticut Transition 
Community of Practice, the Connecticut Transition Taskforce, the Association of American 
Educators, and the Zarrow Center.  The Qualtrics link was also posted on www.schoology.com 
teacher groups. Additionally, I identified approximately 1% of the public school districts in the 
country (n=180) via data from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, n.d.) and 
acquired email addresses of any secondary educators for each district via their publicly available 
website. These email addresses were then moved to Qualtrics (n=4,662) and emailed two times 
(approximately one week apart), which resulted in a 7.36% response rate (n=343). Overall, I 
acquired 666 responses; however, only 459 of which were able to be included in the analysis due 
to missing data.  
Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The CCR-TES consisted of 42 items; each asked two times, once for SWD and once for 
SWOD. Therefore, I planned to conduct one factor analysis for each set of items. In this chapter, 
I discuss the planned EFA, reliability, and CFA procedures. In Chapter 4 (the results section), I 
present on findings specific to each set of items. Item response data for the EFA (n=193) was 
analyzed in MPlus Version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). I examined the frequency distributions 
of item responses by reviewing means and standard deviations, as well as histograms for each 
item. Due to the lack of variability in the data for SWOD (described in detail in Chapter 4), an 
EFA and CFA were not conducted with this dataset.  
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After deciding to use the SWD data, I examined inter-item correlations to identify 
potential problems with discriminant validity. These items were examined, and decisions to 
retain or remove items based on correlations were made with a focus on theoretical meaning. 
Next, I conducted an EFA in Mplus using Maximum Likelihood with robust standard errors and 
robust test statistics (MLR) and an oblique rotation extracting one to six factors. From there, I 
decided which model had the best fit and examined the rotated Geomin Loadings (pattern 
coefficients) for that specific model. Chapter 4 details the decision-making process. Broadly, 
however, items were retained if they had a pattern coefficient of 0.50 or higher with no cross-
loadings.   
Reliability. The reliability of an instrument allows researchers and practitioners to 
understand how closely an instrument measures the “true score” (Kline, 2016). The internal 
consistency reliability of the CCR-TES was reviewed to determine how closely items are related 
to the others and that the items are measuring the same factor (Kline, 2016). To test the internal 
consistency reliability of the factors determined by the EFA, I calculated the Omega Coefficient 
in MPlus (Dunn et al., 2014; McDonald, 1999). Omega is superior to the commonly used 
Cronbach’s alpha, in that it is sensitive to violations of tau-equivalence, which is highly likely in 
social science data (Zinbarg et al., 2005). After I tested for internal consistency, I then conducted 
a CFA. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 A CFA is used to determine how well a specified model fits the empirical data for a 
specific instrument (McCoach et al., 2013). Based on the results of the EFA, the relationships 
between the items and hypothesized factors were determined, and a CFA was conducted using 
the remaining sample (n=266). The a priori model determined from the EFA was run in MPlus 
Version 8 using MLR. Using the standardized residuals and modification indices, I respecified 
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the model until I was able to obtain an appropriate model fit. To answer the next research 
question (Does the CCR-TES function similarly for general education and special education 
teachers?) I conducted a MG-CFA. I tested the CCR-TES for configural invariance, which 
ensured that the factor structure was the same for the two groups (van de Schoot, Lugtig, & Hox, 
2012). Metric invariance was tested by constraining all factor loadings and allowing intercepts to 
be estimated freely. The next step was to constrain intercepts across groups and allow factor 
loadings to be freely estimated to examine if the intercepts were equal across groups. Finally, I 
tested the CCR-TES for scalar invariance (van de Schoot et al., 2012). I compared these models 
by examining the change in CFI indices. Models with a less than 0.01 change in CFI were 
deemed to have measurement invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).  
 Subsequent analyses were conducted to answer research questions three, four, and five. 
To answer research question three (To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR 
expectations for students with disabilities between secondary special educators and general 
educators?), I conducted a latent variance and latent mean comparison in MPlus. Research 
question four (To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR expectations for students with 
disabilities between secondary special educators and general educators?) was only able to be 
answered indirectly, as I was unable to conduct an EFA on the data about SWOD, making it 
difficult to draw a direct comparison of expectations for both groups. Finally, I answered 
research question five (Do demographic variables (e.g., school type, years teaching, teaching 
settings) predict teacher expectations for students with disabilities?) using a series of one-way 
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) using the summed score as the dependent variable. I used the 
Tukey post-hoc procedure to compare differences in groups for any statistically significant 
predictor variable.  
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In this chapter, I described the qualitative and quantitative methods that I used to develop 
and validate the CCR-TES. Specifically, I developed 54 items based on existing literature, and 
used the feedback of 10 content experts and a teacher focus group to refine the items. I then 
conducted a series of factor and regression analyses. Chapter 4 will discuss the results of the 
statistical analysis of each research question.  
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Chapter 4 
Results 
This chapter presents the results of both phases of the current study. The first set of 
results is from phase one, instrument development, and describes content validation and focus 
group feedback. The second set of results is from phase two, instrument validation, and reports 
findings from the factor analysis and subsequent analyses.  
Phase One: Development 
  Before beginning the study, the University of Connecticut's Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) approved it as an exempt research study. The development phase of this study included 
content validation and a focus group of members of the target population. 
Content Validation  
Content validation requests were sent to 12 experts in CCR and transition services, as 
well as one member from the target population. Ten content validation forms were completed 
and returned. CCR experts and one member from the target population completed the content 
validation forms. The following data was collected for each item:  
(1) Which factor the expert believed the item belonged to;  
(2) How certain they were of this decision (low, medium, and high certainty) and; 
(3) Their perceived level of item importance (low, medium, and high importance). 
For the first question for each item, I calculated the percentage of experts who confirmed 
the item aligned with the hypothesized factor. I then converted the level of certainty and the level 
of importance to a numeric value (low = 1, medium = 2, and high = 3) and calculated mean 
scores for each item. See Appendix G for the quantitative and qualitative results of the content 
validation.   
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Item and Factor Refinement 
Next, items that had less than 80% of the experts confirming the hypothesized factor and 
items with a relevance score below 2.5 were removed from the instrument unless: (1) there was 
low agreement with the hypothesized factor, but a relevance score higher than 2.5 or (2) the 
experts had at least 80% agreement on an item loading onto a non-hypothesized factor. Next, 
qualitative data about the instruments was compiled, and items were either combined or removed 
based on this information. Nine items were revised based on this feedback. A summary of these 
revisions can be found in Table 1. In addition, the following items were removed: “Be successful 
in Career and Technical Education programs,” “participate in group activities to access 
learning,” “exhibit work habits that are conducive to learning academic content in the 
postsecondary setting,” “exhibit appropriate communication skills to engage in learning,” “use 
technology to learn academic concepts,” “meaningfully participate in extracurricular activities,” 
“exhibit strong work habits leading to productivity in the postsecondary education setting,” and 
“take responsibility for their own actions.” 
In addition to the items on the instrument, content validation forms asked experts to 
comment on the factor descriptions themselves. The original version of the CCR-TES included 
six domains: (1) AAE, (2) ME, (3) LPE, (4) CTEE, (5) IEE, and (6) TCE (discussed in detail in 
Chapter Three). Based on comments from experts regarding the cross-loading of many items and 
explicit comments about the number of factors, I reduced the number of factors on the instrument 
to five by combining the factors related to expectations of critical thinking and learning 
processes (Critical Learning Processes Expectations, CLPE). This decision reflected the opinions 
of the content experts and was corroborated by the most iteration of CCR domains for SWD 
(Lombardi et al., in press). Table 2 includes the revised factor definitions. 
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Table 1 
Revised CCR-TES Items Based on Content Validation  
Original Item Revised Item 
Adapt to new or unexpected situations in 
school or at work 
Adapt to new or unexpected interpersonal 
situations in school or at work (e.g., upset 
customer, conflict with a professor, new 
coworker sharing an office, etc.) 
Learn to use a variety of skills to access 
content via test-taking 
Learn to use a variety of note-taking strategies 
Learn to use a variety of skills to access 
content via time management  
Learn to use a variety of time management 
strategies 
Show motivation to do well academically Convey motivation to do well academically 
Show motivation to do well in future careers Convey motivation to do well in future 
careers 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting 
with supports 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting 
with or without supports 
Succeed in competitive employment settings 
without supports 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting 
with or without supports 
Understand the different cultures within 
college settings 
Understand the different social and academic 
expectations in a college or employment 
setting 
Understand the different cultures in 
employment settings 
Understand the different social and academic 
expectations in a college or employment 
setting 
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Table 2 
Revised Factor Definitions 
Factor Construct Definition 
1 
Academic Engagement 
Expectation (AEE) 
The AEE construct measures teacher expectations that all 
students can actively engage with academic content. The core 
of this construct is the acquisition of academic content by 
interacting and engaging with the material. This factor also 
measures a teacher's expectation for cognitive and behavioral 
skills that students need to engage with academics 
successfully. These skills may include attendance, homework 
completion, active participation in class, and less observable 
skills like making connections between different academic 
classes. 
2 Mind-sets Expectations (ME) 
The ME construct includes a teacher's expectation that 
students will acquire the mentality that they can and will do 
well academically and in their careers. This factor contains 
skills like a sense of belonging, growth mindset, ownership of 
learning, and perseverance. This factor will measure a 
teacher's expectation that all students can take academic risks 
and understand the importance of the growth that comes from 
making mistakes. 
3 
Critical Learning Processes 
Expectations (CLPE) 
The CLPE domain includes a teachers' expectation that a 
student can develop critical thinking skills that enable them to 
engage in the learning process. These skills may include note-
taking and test-taking strategies, and being able to move 
through the scientific process (identify a problem, collect data 
to test a hypothesis, etc.).  
4 
Interpersonal Engagement 
Expectation (IEE) 
The IEE domain focuses on social skills with an emphasis on 
interactions with other individuals as well as understanding 
within themselves. The IEE measures a teacher's expectation 
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Factor Construct Definition 
that all students show responsibility and adaptability across 
educational and non-educational settings, collaborate with 
peers, and have an awareness of how others may be feeling or 
perceiving situations. 
5 
Transition Competencies 
Expectations (TCE) 
The TCE measures a teacher's expectation that students have 
the skills necessary to be successful after high school. The 
items in this construct focus on employment, postsecondary 
education, and independent living, with a focus on 
understanding shifting cultures and responsibilities within 
each unique setting. 
 
Focus Group Feedback  
When the instrument included all feedback from the content validation experts, a small 
focus group (n=3) was held in order to determine the usability of the instrument and clarity of the 
items. Recruitment occurred in two formats, which included direct emails to those who 
expressed interest in participating in studies at national and local conferences and posts to social 
media (specifically, Twitter and Facebook), as approved by the IRB. The focus group 
participants included two secondary special education teachers and one assistant professor in a 
teaching preparation program. Two other secondary educators expressed interest in answering 
the focus group questions and planned on submitting them independently due to not being able to 
make the focus group, but they did not return the forms, and thus, could not be included.   
The focus group was held remotely at the end of the academic year during after school 
hours to accommodate participants. The group was held via a university WebEx video 
conferencing account and was not recorded in order to maintain confidentiality. During the focus 
group, a note-taker captured the relevant discussion and main points.  One week prior to the 
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focus group, the participants received the instrument and questions. I began the focus group by 
thanking all of the participants and reminding them that they did not need to participate in the 
research, and could exit the WebEx at any time. Participants were thanked for participation with 
a $15 Visa gift card.  
Focus Group Results. When asked about the usability of the instrument, participants 
reported that visually, the instrument seemed similar to others they had seen used in the Qualtrics 
software and that the usability of the instrument was good. Participants did not recommend any 
additional items to the instrument, nor did they believe any items were not appropriate or 
irrelevant.  
The next question of the focus group asked about item clarity. The participants had many 
suggestions to make the items easier to understand and answer. Overall, one theme of the 
feedback was in relation to defining specific terms. For example, one participant asked what was 
meant by "postsecondary education," and the other two participants agreed they were confused 
as well. Also, participants wanted clarity on what was meant by "supports" in the item "succeed 
in competitive employment with or without supports." A third and final example was confusion 
about the meaning of post-school goals. Specifically, participants wanted clarity as to what type 
of post-school goals were referenced in the item. Due to this feedback, details were included in 
the instruments that added clarity via definitions or examples of the unclear terms. There were 
several items that participants described as "vague" and "broad." These items were discussed at 
length to draft language that was more direct and measurable. The final piece of clarifying advice 
was to more clearly outline questions about students with disabilities versus students without 
disabilities. The following text was added to the final instrument, as recommended by a 
participant: 
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Hello! Thank you again for agreeing to participate in this research by completing the 
following survey. Each question asks if you believe that students CAN learn to do these 
skills, not necessarily if they are currently being taught. As you will see, the survey asks 
questions about two groups of students. The first is students with no disabilities. This 
means any student who does not have an Individualized Education Program (IEP). This 
group DOES include students on 504 plans. The second group of students includes those 
with disabilities, or those with an IEP. I recognize that this second category is broad, but 
please answer based on the students with disabilities that you work with the most. 
Additionally, when referring to postsecondary education, please note that this can take 
many forms, from skilled trade programs, technical schools, community colleges, or four 
year colleges and universities.  
Finally, participants discussed the completion of the instrument, specific to the length of 
time it took to complete, and any recommendations that may aid future participants in 
completion. Focus group participants reported that the instrument took approximately 10 minutes 
to complete. They recommended adding a back button and text at the start of the instrument that 
would introduce the study more informally and explicitly state that the questions were asking if 
they believe students can learn the skills- not if they are currently learning them, as focus group 
participants felt those answers might be different. Based on this feedback, the instrument was 
revised one final time and was sent out for data collection for the validation phase of the study. 
The final instrument included 42 items (see Appendix H).  
Phase Two: Validation 
The instrument was ready to be distributed at the end of May 2019. This timing made 
data collection difficult, as many educators were either done with or finishing up the academic 
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year and may have been less accessible via email. Due to this, the decision was made to 
complete data collection in two rounds. The first round occurred in June of 2019, and the second 
in the fall of 2019, as many educators began work again. Chapter 3 includes a detailed 
description of the data collection procedures. 
Participants 
A total of 740 participants began the survey, and of these, 666 identified themselves as 
certified general or special education teachers, and thus, were able to continue. Prior to inputting 
the data into MPlus, I removed any responses that had no demographic data or only demographic 
data and no responses for items about SWD or SWOD (n = 116), resulting in 550 responses. 
From there, I randomly assigned items for the EFA and CFA samples. As mentioned in Chapter 
3, I was only able to conduct a factor analysis pertaining to items for SWD. Therefore, any 
responses that did not include data for SWD were removed (n = 92), resulting in a total of 459 
usable responses (EFA = 193, CFA = 266). To determine possible reasons for unusable data, I 
conducted an analysis of missing data on the full dataset (n = 666) and found demographic items 
had between 32 and 44 missing data points, items about SWOD had between 118 and 161 
missing data points and items about SWD had between 208 and 220. Based on this analysis, it 
appears as though most participants with missing data completed the demographic questions but 
chose not to complete the rest of the items, or they completed the demographic items and items 
about SWOD but chose not to complete the items for SWD. This may be due to survey fatigue, 
believing items about SWD were not pertinent to them, or other reasons that cannot be identified; 
however, these are hypotheses to explain the missing data and there is no way to support these 
claims with evidence. Table 3 includes participant demographics for each sample.  
Data Analyses  
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In this section, I describe the statistical analysis results for the second phase of the study. 
Research questions were answered by conducting an EFA, CFA, a reliability test, and a series of 
regression analyses, the results of which are discussed within the context of each research 
question. 
Research Question 1: To what extent do the hypothesized constructs (Academic 
Engagement, Mindsets, Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, Interpersonal Engagement, 
and Transition Competencies) explain the pattern of correlations in the responses in the 
CCR-TES? Through the content validation phase of this study, the six domains were reduced to 
five (discussed previously) and included (1) AAE, (2) ME, (3) IEE, (4) TCE, and (5) CLPE. 
Thus, the focus shifted to exploring the extent to which these five constructs explained the 
pattern of correlations in the responses in the CCR-TES. This question was answered using an 
EFA. As discussed previously, there are two sets of items in the CCR-TES. Each item was asked 
two times; once about students without disabilities (SWOD) and once about SWD. 
Data Screening for Students without Disabilities and Students with Disabilities. To 
check the data for normality, I calculated the skew, kurtosis, mean, and standard deviations for 
the data pertaining to SWD and SWOD separately in MPlus Version 8 (see Appendix I; Cain et 
al., 2017). The data for SWOD had very high skew and kurtosis, ranging from -1.923 to -0.507 
and -0.206 to 4.413, respectively. Additionally, the means were all high (between 4.091 and 
5.005) with standard deviations below or close to 1.0, indicating little variability in scores for 
each item. I also examined the histograms for each item and found evidence of lack of variability 
in the data. For example, many of the items had histograms with scores skewing heavily to the 
right. As there is little guidance in the field about interpreting non-normality in data in factor 
analysis (Kline, 2016), I decided, with the agreement of my advisor and methodologist, that the 
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SWOD data were not appropriate for factor analysis. As such, the SWOD item data were not 
included in the rest of the data analysis for this dissertation study. 
Data for SWD had similar non-normality issues, but there was more variability in the 
data, and it was deemed appropriate for factor analysis. The means and standard deviations for 
items pertaining to SWD with all standard deviations at or above 1.0. The next step in screening 
the data was to examine the inter-item correlations (see Appendix I). Item pairs with a 
correlation of 0.80 or higher were flagged and analyzed. Table 4 highlights the item correlations 
above 0.80. Based on these results, I removed items 7_2, 12_5, 13_9, and 13_12 due to the 
frequency with which they correlated highly with other items. 
Students with Disabilities EFA. Next, I ran an EFA in MPlus using MLR and a Geomin 
rotation extracting between 1 and 6 factors (see Appendix K). Table 5 highlights the model fit 
indices for each model. Based on the fit indices, the 5-factor model had the best fit. The CFI and 
TLI were both above 0.90, the RMSEA was below 0.80, including the confidence interval, and 
the SRMR was low. Model fit was not as good for the 4-factor model and decreased again 
slightly with six factors, indicating that the 5-factor solution was the best fit.   
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Table 3 
Participant Demographics 
 EFA Sample (n = 193) CFA Sample (n = 266) 
Certification n % n % 
 Special Ed 56 29.2 68 25.6 
 General Ed 90 46.9 115 43.2 
 Dual Cert 46 24.0 83 31.2 
Education     
 Bachelor’s 48 25.0 68 25.6 
 Masters 119 62.0 159 59.8 
 6th year or admin 16 8.3 29 10.9 
 PhD or EdD 9 4.7 9 2.3 
Years teaching     
 Less than 3 8 4.2 24 9.0 
 3 to 9 38 19.8 70 26.3 
 10 to 20 74 38.5 96 36.1 
 Over 20 72 37.5 76 28.6 
School Setting     
 Urban 39 20.3 48 18.0 
 Suburban 68 35.4 107 40.2 
 Rural 83 43.2 111 41.7 
School Type     
 Public 171 89.1 243 91.4 
 Private 4 2.1 1 0.40 
 Charter 13 6.8 16 6.0 
Student Support Level     
 Most support  27 14.1 49 18.4 
 More support 61 31.8 99 37.2 
 Little to no support 93 48.4 110 41.4 
 Other 10 5.2 8 3.0 
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Table 4 
Inter-item Correlations Greater than or Equal to 0.80 
Item Description Item Description Correlation 
7_1 
Understand how to access campus 
resources in a postsecondary setting 
7_2 
Successfully apply to employment 
settings 
0.815 
7_2 
Successfully apply to employment 
settings 
7_3 
Develop post-high school 
(employment, postsecondary 
education, independent living, etc.) 
goals tied to interests 
0.825 
11_8 
Develop a deep understanding of 
academic content 
13_9 
Critical thinking—formulate 
problems 
0.800 
12_4 Learn to live independently 12_5 
Identify a variety of solutions to 
solve problems 
0.832 
12_5 
Identify a variety of solutions to 
solve problems 
13_9 
Use critical thinking skills to 
formulate problems in academic 
settings 
0.811 
13_3 
Adapt to new or unexpected 
interpersonal situations in school or 
at work (e.g., upset customer, 
conflict with a professor, new 
coworker sharing an office, etc.) 
13_4 
Take ownership of their own 
learning through goal setting 
0.808 
13_5 Collect data to test a hypothesis 13_12 
Learn to synthesize research 
findings 
0.829 
13_9 
Use critical thinking skills to 
formulate problems in academic 
settings 
13_12 
Learn to synthesize research 
findings 
0.825 
13_10 
Successfully interview at a 
postsecondary institution 
13_13 
Interview successfully at job 
interviews 
0.808 
  
40 
 
Table 5 
EFA Model Fit Indices for SWD 
Factors 2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
 Value df   Value 95%CI p  
1 1420.986* 665 0.862 0.854 0.077* [0.071, 0.082] 0.000 0.046 
2 1209.136* 628 0.894 0.881 0.069* [0.064, 0.075] 0.000 0.036 
3 1039.386* 529 0.918 0.903 0.063 [0.056, 0.069] 0.001 0.029 
4 931.192* 557 0.932 0.914 0.059 [0.052, 0.066] 0.013 0.025 
5 822.273* 523 0.945 0.927 0.055 [0.047, 0.062] 0.144 0.021 
6 880.819* 490 0.929 0.898 0.064 [0.058, 0.071] 0.000 0.020 
Note.* = significant at 0.000; 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 
TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root-mean-square Error of Approximation; CI = Confidence 
Interval; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual. 
 
Factor correlations for the 5-factor model are shown in Table 6. Factors one and two had 
a very high correlation, indicating approximately 74% of shared variance between the two 
factors. I then reviewed the pattern coefficients for the items in the 5-factor solution, retaining 
any items that had a pattern coefficient of above 0.50 and below 1.0 on a factor (see Appendix L; 
McCoach, 2013) 
Table 6 
5- Factor Model Factor Correlations 
Factors 1 2 3 4 5 
1 —     
2 0.860 —    
3 0.307 0.234 —   
4 0.244 0.301 0.136 —  
5 0.188 0.080 0.118 -0.020 — 
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Items 7_4, 12_2, 12_4, 12_6, and 13_5 were removed because they did not have pattern 
coefficients that were above 0.50 on any factor. The first factor had an Eigenvalue of 24.978, 
indicating that it is a strong factor. Additionally, I reviewed the factor structure, which also 
provided evidence of two very highly correlated factors (see Appendix M), which provides 
evidence that there is one strong factor, and a possible second-order or bifactor model. However, 
these analyses were beyond the scope of my dissertation. There were no items that exhibited 
evidence of cross-loading according to the cut-off value of 0.50. Before continuing with the CFA 
sample, I conducted a 1-factor and 2-factor CFA with the EFA sample to determine the best 
model for moving forward. Based on fit indices and data from the EFA, the 1-factor model was 
most tenable to use with the CFA sample. In order to calculate the reliability of the 1-factor 
model, I calculated the omega coefficient in MPlus. The omega value was 0.986, indicating that 
the 1-Factor model has strong internal consistency.    
Confirmatory Factor Analysis. In order to address research question 1, I conducted a 1-
factor CFA for the 33 items pertaining to SWD. The CFA was conducted in MPlus using MLR 
with standardized residuals and modification indices. Table 7 outlines the tests of model fit. The 
fit of the model was poor, so using information from the residuals and modification indices, I 
correlated items 13_10 and 13_13, both of which asked about interviewing. These items had a 
high standardized residual (3.581) and a high modification index (37.746). It was plausible to 
theoretically correlate these errors, given the similarity in item content and wording (Brown, 
2015). Correlating these errors improved slightly (see Table 7). The next two items with a high 
residual (4.456) and a high modification index (47.653) were 11_6 and 11_9. These two items 
were related to empathy and social awareness, respectively. Again, the fit improved slightly (see 
Table 7). These were the final modifications to the model, as there were no more residuals that 
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made theoretical sense, and changes to the fit indices were minimal. The final model can be 
found in Figure 1. Appendix N includes the MPlus output for the final model.  
Figure 1 
Final CFA Model 
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Table 7 
CFA Fit Indices for Original Model and Correlated Errors 
Model 2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
 Value df   Value 95%CI p  
1 1197.414* 495 0.888 0.880 0.073* [0.068, 0.078] 0.000 0.039 
2 1173.718* 494 0.891 0.884 0.072* [0.067, 0.077] 0.000 0.039 
3 1142.501* 493 0.896 0.889 0.070 [0.065, 0.076] 0.000 0.038 
Note. Model 1 = Original model; Model 2 = 1 Correlated error; Model 3 = 2 correlated errors; * 
= significant at 0.000; 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 
TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root-mean-square Error of Approximation; CI = 
Confidence Interval; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual. 
 
Research Question 2: Does the CCR-TES function similarly for general education 
and special education teachers? Using the 1-factor model identified in the EFA, I conducted 
individual CFAs with the general education teachers (n=115) and special education teachers 
(n=151; which included dual-certified teachers). Model fit indices for the full CFA sample, the 
general education sample, and the special education sample are in Table 8. The next step in 
answering this question was to conduct an MG-CFA to check for measurement invariance, the 
results of which are in Table 7. I began by comparing the change in CFI between the configural 
model (unconstrained) and the metric model (constrained factor loadings), which shows a 
calculated change of 0.001. This finding allowed me to constrain the intercepts and determine the 
fit of the scalar model. The CFI value changed by 0.002 between this model and the metric 
model, indicating there was evidence of measurement invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
Therefore, general and special educators remained combined in the subsequent analyses. 
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Table 8 
CFA Fit Indices for Full, General Education, and Special Education Teacher Samples 
Sample 2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 
 Value df   Value 95%CI p  
Full 1154.392* 322 0.895 0.885 0.099* [0.092, 0.105] 0.000 0.036 
GenEd 782.336* 322 0.875 0.864 0.111* [0.102, 0.121] 0.000 0.039 
Sped 1049.130* 322 0.843 0.829 0.122 [0.114, 0.131] 0.000 0.047 
Note. GenEd = general education teachers; Sped = special education dual certified teachers; * = 
significant at 0.000; 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 
TLI = Tucker Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root-mean-square Error of Approximation; CI = 
Confidence Interval; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Squared Residual. 
 
Table 9 
Configural, Metric, and Scalar Chi-Square and CFI Indices 
                     2 CFI ∆CFI  
 Value df   
Configural 1831.466* 644 0.857 — 
Metric 1854.447* 670 0.858 +0.001 
Scalar 1893.187* 696 0.856 -0.002 
Note. * = significant at 0.000; 2 = Chi-square; df = 
degrees of freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 
∆CFI = change in CFI.  
 
Research Question 3: To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR 
expectations for students with disabilities between secondary special educators and general 
educators? The overall mean factor CCR score for items pertaining to SWD was 4.089, with a 
standard error of 0.137. According to the Likert scale used, this score indicates that general and 
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special education teachers “slightly agree” that SWD can acquire the CCR skills in the CCR-
TES. To identify differences in CCR expectations for SWD between general education and 
special education teachers, I conducted a latent variance and latent mean comparison using a 
Chi-Square difference test.  Table 10 includes the three models and their corresponding Chi-
square values. Model 1 allowed for all variances to freely estimate, and model 2 constrained the 
variances across groups. There was no difference in latent variance between these two models, so 
I chose to compare mean differences against Model 1 because it was more parsimonious. Finally, 
Model 3 examined fixed the latent mean for both general education and special education 
teachers equal to 0. The findings of this test showed that the CCR expectations for SWD did not 
vary between general education and special education teachers.   
Table 10 
Latent Variance and Mean Comparison Chi-Square Fit Indices 
Models 2 
 Value df 
1 1893.187* 696 
2 1893.193* 697 
3 1893.187* 699 
Note.* = significant at 0.000; 2 = Chi-square; df = degrees of freedom; Model 1 = variances 
freely estimated; Model 2 = variances constrained; Model 3 = fixed latent mean 
 
Research Question 4: To what extent, if any, are there differences between 
educators’ CCR expectations for students with disabilities and those without?  
As described previously, when screening the data for factor analysis, it was determined 
that items pertaining to SWOD did not have enough variability to be appropriate for factor 
analysis. The items showed a high and positive kurtosis indicating that many item responses had 
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high means. Additionally, items had low standard deviations, showing a lack of variability in 
item responses. While the data pertaining to SWD also showed some kurtosis, it was not as 
pronounced as items for SWOD. The means and standard deviations showed much more 
variability in the data, indicating that educators' expectations for SWD had more variability than 
SWOD. In addition to the fact that an EFA was unable to be conducted on items pertaining to 
SWOD, these statistics indicate that there is a difference in the way educators answered 
questions about post-school expectations for SWD versus SWOD. However, an informal review 
of data like this does not allow for any significance testing, and therefore no definitive statements 
regarding the differences in CCR expectations for SWD and SWOD can be made when 
examining the instrument overall.   
Research Question 5: Do demographic variables (e.g., school type, years teaching, 
teaching settings) predict teacher expectations for students with disabilities? Using the 1-
factor model confirmed in the CFA, I examined demographic variables as predictors of  CCR 
expectations for SWD. Prior to analysis of the possible predictor variables, I calculated the 
summed score for items about SWD. I was able to use the summed score instead of the factor 
score due to the unidimensionality of the data. The scores ranged from a low of 32 to a high of 
192 (range of 160). The mean score was 135.105 with a standard deviation of 35.37 and the 
median score was 141. From here, I conducted a series of one-way ANOVAs for each variable.  
Of the variables examined (school setting [urban, suburban, rural]), level of student support 
need, teacher’s highest level of education, and years teacher) only the level of student support 
need was a statistically significant predictor of CCR expectations.  Table 11 shows the results of 
the ANOVAs. The Tukey post-hoc procedure was used to determine the differences in scores 
among the different levels of student support. There was a 13 point difference in overall CCR 
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scores for teachers who taught students with little to no support needs and teachers who taught 
students with the most significant support needs (p = 0.029). Teachers who taught students with 
little to no support needs had higher CCR expectations. 
Table 11 
ANOVA Results for Demographic Variables for CCR-TES Summed Score 
Variable F     p 
School setting 0.806 0.447 
Level of student support 2.996 0.031* 
Highest level of education 1.943 0.122 
Years Teaching 0.241 0.868 
Note.* = significant at the 0.05 level; School setting = urban, suburban, rural; Level of 
student support = most significant, more significant, little to no support, other; Highest 
level of education = Bachelor’s, Master’s, 6th year or administrative certificate, PhD or 
EdD; Years Teaching = less than 3, 3-9 years, 10 to 20 years, over 20 years. 
 
Chapter 4 covered the results of the analysis for each research question. Overall, the 
CCR-TES has some evidence of validity and reliability. The mean CCR expectation score for 
educators was 4.09, indicating that they “slightly agree” that SWD can acquire CCR skills. Due 
to limitations in the data, there was no statistical analysis that compared expectations for SWD 
and SWOD. Of the teacher demographics tested, the level of support need of the students taught 
was identified as a predictor of CCR expectations. Chapter 5 discusses these results in detail 
including implications and areas of future research.  
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Chapter 5 
Discussion 
In this study, I examined the psychometric properties of the CCR-TES, an instrument that 
measures educators' CCR expectations for SWD. The CCR-TES includes items about SWD and 
SWOD and has some evidence of construct validity and strong reliability. Results indicated that 
the instrument functions similarly for general and special education teachers, with a mean score 
of 4.09, suggesting that teachers "slightly agree" that SWD can learn CCR skills. There were 
fundamental differences in the data for SWD and SWOD, indicating that there may be difference 
in CCR expectations for these two populations. Finally, none of the demographic variables tested 
were predictors of CCR expectation scores. In this chapter, I discuss these findings in detail.  
Research Question 1: To what extent do the hypothesized constructs (Academic 
Engagement, Mindsets, Learning Processes, Critical Thinking, Interpersonal Engagement, 
and Transition Competencies) explain the pattern of correlations in the responses in the 
CCR-TES? 
 There were several limitations in the data that made answering this question difficult. I 
established initial construct and content validity and no discriminant validity. Additionally, the 1-
factor model showed strong reliability.  
Validity 
Before collecting data, the CCR-TES underwent extensive review from content experts. 
Content experts felt that the factor descriptions were appropriately detailed detailed and that 
items were comprehensive in measuring these factors, providing initial evidence of construct and 
content validity. During this process, many content experts expressed difficulty in determining a 
distinct factor structure. After revising the factors and items to establish more discrete constructs,  
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I conducted an EFA, CFA, and MG-CFA. Issues with discriminant validity emerged when the 
data showed evidence of a very strong first factor (Eigenvalue = 24.978, factor correlation 
between Factor 1 and Factor 2 = .860). The fit indices for a 5-factor model showed good model 
fit, but the pattern coefficients for this did not support that many factors. Given the high factor 
correlation, it is possible that there is a second-order factor or bifactor solution (Holzinger & 
Swineford, 1937; Lombardi et al., 2011, 2013; Lombardi, Freeman, & Rifenbark, 2018; Reise et 
al., 2010; 2013). In a recent CCR measurement study, Lombardi, Freeman and Rifenbark (2018) 
used a bifactor model approach to model student CCR skills. Specifically, they identified one 
general CCR factor, as well as a primary factor of Transition Knowledge (Lombardi, Freeman, & 
Rifenbark, 2018). This finding, along with the highly correlated factors in this dataset, provide 
possible evidence of a bifactor model structure; however, those analyses were outside the scope 
of this dissertation and should be explored in future research.  
Researchers have shown the difficulty in measuring CCR, as it is a complex set of 
academic and non-academic skills (Lombardi et al., under review; Monahan & Bellara, 2018) 
and the results of this study corroborate those findings. Making the CCR-TES even more 
complex is the fact that it also measures expectations, which may be another difficult construct to 
measure.  Future iterations of the CCR-TES may include fewer items that are more 
straightforward or focuses on one domain of CCR, as opposed to multiple domains at once. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, federal legislation has addressed the need to improve post-school 
outcomes for all students, including those with disabilities through high quality education and 
high expectations (ESSA, 2015; IDEIA, 2004; Perkins, 2018). To date, most research on CCR 
includes academic assessments, with very few outcome variables that explored non-academic 
skills (Monahan et al., 2020). In order to measure the effectiveness of CCR policies and 
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initiatives, it is important to have a measure that can comprehensively capture this complex set of 
skills. The current study adds to this literature base by providing additional evidence for the 
complexity of measuring CCR and possible evidence of a higher-order CCR factor. 
Twenty-one items were removed during the instrument development and validation 
phases. These items included content about critical thinking, applying for employment, 
communication skills, or engaging with others, monitoring their progress towards a goal, 
technology use, and living independently. Due to the removal of these items, the final instrument 
contained 33 items that covered academic skills, interpersonal skills, and transition competencies 
reasonably evenly. Therefore, the CCR-TES contributes to the field in that it measures 
expectations of a variety of academic and non-academic skills. As previously discussed, the next 
step in validating this instrument is to explore the possibility of a higher-order factor structure. 
The remaining research questions rely heavily on good model fit and therefore caution should be 
used when interpreting the findings.  
Reliability 
 Reliability is a pre-requisite to validity (McCoach et al., 2013). The 1-factor model of the 
CCR-TES had an omega coefficient of 0.986, indicating that approximately 99% of the variance 
of the scores is related to the true score, and about 1% of the variance is due to error. While this 
is an important finding, it is essential to consider the fact that inter-relatedness between items 
does not equal homogeneity (Kline, 2016).  
Research Question 2: Does the CCR-TES function similarly for general education and 
special education teachers? 
 Findings from the MG-CFA confirm that the 1-factor model for the CCR-TES functions 
similarly for general education and special education teachers. This analysis was completed with 
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a model with somewhat poor fit and should be interpreted with caution. When the CCR-TES has 
a better model fit (through either a second-order or bi-factor model), measurement invariance for 
this population should be examined again. Despite this limitation, I was able to answer research 
question 3 for this dissertation. 
Research Question 3: To what extent, if any, are there differences in CCR expectations for 
students with disabilities between secondary special educators and general educators? 
 To answer this question, I split the sample into two groups: special education teachers 
and general education teachers. The special education teacher group included certified special 
education teachers and dual-certified teachers. The general education group included those who 
were strictly general education teachers and did not have a dual certification. Before examining 
the difference in general and special education teachers' CCR expectations for SWD, I calculated 
the mean CCR factor score for the entire sample, which included both special education and 
general education teachers. The mean score was 4.09, indicating that teachers in this sample 
"slightly agree" that SWD can learn CCR skills. Given the increased emphasis on CCR and high 
expectations in the federal legislation and literature base, it was essential to re-examine 
expectations, as much of the literature on teacher expectations is dated (Monahan et al., in 
preparation) and while there are limitations with regard to model fit, the findings from this study, 
which included both academic and non-academic items, suggest that educators only slightly 
agree that SWD can acquire these skills.   
After an examination of latent means for both special education and general education 
teachers, I concluded that there was no difference in CCR expectations for SWD between these 
two populations. General and special education teachers in my sample held similar expectations 
for SWD. Unfortunately, these expectations were not high which may have negative 
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ramifications for students, although there is no empirical evidence to support this hypothesis. I 
believed that special education teachers would have higher expectations for SWD, as they are 
typically advocates for this population. If general education and special education teachers both 
hold low expectations for SWD, it is possible that there is less of a chance that someone in a 
student's school is advocating for their post-school goals if they are more ambitious than teachers 
expect students to achieve. 
 As discussed in chapter 2, Perkins V (2018) emphasizes the importance of CTE in 
preparing students, including those with disabilities, for post-school success. While there were 
no CTE teachers in the sample, if general and special education teachers have low expectations 
for SWD, they may not be recommended to participate in CTE courses or programs. This is a 
disservice to SWD, as recent studies have shown the positive relationship between CTE, SWD, 
and positive outcomes (Dougherty et al., 2018). Again, if a student has ambitious post-school 
goals and general and special education teachers both hold low expectations, students may be 
missing important opportunities in CTE to reach these goals. This dissertation did not test these 
assumptions and future studies should explore the relationship between teacher CCR 
expectations and SWD’s enrollment in CTE classes or programs. 
Research Question 4: To what extent, if any, are there differences between 
educators’ CCR expectations for students with disabilities and those without?  
 As discussed in Chapter 4, limitations in the data presented challenges to addressing this 
question. However, the data for SWOD were fundamentally different from the data for SWD 
because it was not appropriate for factor analysis. The data for SWOD had mean scores that 
ranged from 4.091 to 5.005, standard deviations that were close to or below 1.0 and histograms 
that skewed heavily to the right, which indicated a lack of variability. Items about SWD had 
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greater variability (means ranging from 3.599-4.922 and standard deviations all above 1.0). 
These findings suggest teachers in this sample were not as likely to choose the same responses 
for SWD and SWOD. However, teachers were more likely to identify that they "mostly agree" 
that SWOD can learn CCR skills than they were for SWD. I was unable to confirm a factor 
model for the SWOD data, did not calculate an overall CCR-TES score, and could not 
statistically compare the means to SWD. In future studies, it will be imperative to find ways to 
compare the CCR expectations for SWOD and SWD statistically. For example, due to the 
unidimensionality in the data, it may be possible to calculate the differences in the summed score 
on the CCR-TES. 
Data from the CCR-TES suggest that there may be a difference between what CCR 
expectations teachers hold for SWOD and SWD. These findings may imply potentially negative 
repercussions that warrant further exploration. While there is no empirical evidence to support 
this hypothesis yet, educators must consider the idea that lowered expectations may inadvertently 
impact a student’s success in achieving their post-school goals and researchers should explore 
this possible relationship in future studies.  
Research Question 5: Do demographic variables (e.g., school type, years teaching, teaching 
settings) predict teacher expectations for students with disabilities? 
 The findings for research question 5 showed that of the variables tested, only level of 
student support need was a predictor of the overall summed score on the CCR-TES. In this 
sample, the setting of the school (urban, suburban, or rural) that a teacher works at did not impact 
CCR expectations for SWD. This was a surprising finding in that schools in rural areas may have 
several challenges related to employment for individuals with disabilities that may have an 
impact on their expectations for SWD. For example, in rural areas, there may be fewer 
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employment opportunities for the general public and lack of public transportation, meaning that 
some individuals with disabilities may have difficulty securing a job (Research and Training 
Center on Disability in Rural Communities, 2015). However, it appears as though these factors 
may not have an impact on teachers’ CCR expectations for SWD.  
The number of years that an individual has been teaching did not impact CCR 
expectations for SWD in this sample. I hypothesized that years of experience might be a 
predictor because teachers with fewer years of experience have finished teacher preparation 
programs more recently, which presumably cover issues related to ESSA (2015) and CCR for all 
students. However, the number of years of experience a teacher has did not predict CCR 
expectations for SWD, which suggests that this may be knowledge that teachers need to acquire 
by seeking out professional development opportunities and that all teachers, regardless of how 
long they have been teaching, may benefit from training in CCR and the expectations of ESSA 
(2015). 
 Finally, I hypothesized that as the level of support need increased for students, the CCR 
expectations of their teachers would decrease. As described in Chapter 3, this demographic item 
asked teachers to describe the population of students that they spend the majority of their day 
with. The response options were: (a) little to no support needs (functions in general education 
with accommodations), (b) more significant support needs (functions in general education with 
modifications and accommodations or spends a portion of their day in general education and a 
portion in self-contained), (c) most significant support needs (spends the majority of their day in 
special education classes), or (d) other. This was the only variable tested that was a statistically 
significant, showing that in this sample, teachers who taught students with little to no support 
needs had overall CCR-TES scores that were, on average, 13 points higher than teachers who 
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taught students with the most significant support needs. While this dissertation did not study this 
assumption, it is possible that teachers hold lower expectations for students with more significant 
support needs because they do not have an understanding of the types of comprehensive 
resources that are available at some institutions of higher education, specifically for students with 
more significant support needs. In order to understand this finding more fully, future research 
should include qualitative follow-up studies that explore why teachers who support students with 
significant needs hold lowered expectations. This finding also highlights the fact that in its 
current form, the CCR-TES includes SWD as a broad category and does not have a mechanism 
for defining disability types. In future studies, teachers should answer questions about one 
specific student (disability category, IQ, level of inclusiveness, etc.) and then complete the CCR-
TES for this individual student.  
Limitations  
  Before exploring implications based on the findings of this study, it is essential to discuss 
the limitations. In this study, there is the possibility of sampling bias, as the survey was 
voluntary. Teachers chose to complete this survey, and the results may have been different if the 
teachers who chose not to participate had completed the study. Additionally, the sample was not 
representative of the population of special and general education teachers in America (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 2018). The CCR-TES is a self-report measure, which means that 
responses are the perceptions of teachers and not observed behaviors of teachers. This is a 
limitation in that participants may have responded to align with how they thought they should 
answer, even if it was not how they feel. 
  There were several limitations with the statistical analysis that warrant discussion. I was 
unable to conduct a factor analysis for SWOD due to the lack of variability in the data, and thus 
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unable to compare teacher CCR expectations for SWD to SWOD. While I was able to conduct a 
factor analysis with data for SWD, the factor structure was complex and warranted statistical 
methods that were beyond the scope of this dissertation. This resulted in poor model fit, which 
should be taken into consideration when discussing the findings. Finally, while there is no 
consensus in the field, it is recommended that to conduct an MG-CFA, there should be a sample 
of at least 200 per group (Kline, 2016). This study did not meet this minimum, and therefore the 
results related to this analysis should be interpreted with caution.   
Implications  
 Despite limitations to the study, the findings are important and have several implications 
for policy and practitioners.   
Policy  
The IDIEA (2004) has been due for reauthorization for several years, and the findings of 
this study provide information for policymakers when considering changes to this law. For 
example, policymakers should consider including language in IDIEA (2004) that explicitly 
addresses CCR. If federal legislation protecting the educational rights of SWD addresses the 
concept of CCR, it may be easier for researchers to acquire the funding that explores CCR for 
this population. The current iteration of IDEIA requires transition services to improve 
employment, postsecondary education, and independent living outcomes. However, a more 
explicit connection to federal policies that encourage CCR like ESSA (2015) and Perkins (2018) 
may encourage more collaboration amongst researchers and practitioners. 
The results of this study also provide more evidence to support the concept that CCR is a 
complex set of skills that can be difficult to measure. In considering this, policymakers should 
consider creating more opportunities for researchers to measure CCR from a variety of 
57 
 
perspectives. For example, the Institute for Education Sciences (IES) is currently funding a study 
at the University of Connecticut in which researchers are creating a comprehensive instrument 
that measures a student's perception of their CCR skills based on the academic and non-academic 
constructs identified by the literature. It is necessary to include more opportunities like this study 
from the perspectives of educators, administrators, and families. When instruments are validated 
for a variety of key stakeholders, policymakers should then consider encouraging their use by 
states to adequately measure CCR skills for all students, including those with disabilities. 
Practice 
 Despite the complexity that exists in measuring the constructs of CCR expectations, the 
1-factor model of the CCR-TES includes a variety of items that cover academic and non-
academic skills. The overall CCR-TES score can be used to provide initial evidence into what 
educators' CCR expectations are for SWD. As discussed in Chapter 4, the study showed that 
general education and special education teachers both hold somewhat low expectations for SWD, 
which has several implications for practice. 
I recommend that states or local education agencies (LEA) consider asking the teachers 
in their schools to complete the CCR-TES once revisions have been made and better model fit is 
achieved. This will allow the states and LEAs to have a better understanding of the overall level 
of expectations that teachers have for SWD. While there is no score cut-off, teachers who find 
themselves answering “disagree” or “somewhat agree” should use these scores to reflect on why 
their expectations of SWD may be low. Future iterations of the CCR-TES may come with a 
variety of resources that teachers may engage with if they find their expectations are low. 
Education leaders may use these data to make informed decisions about professional 
development, resource allotment, or simply more fully understanding the culture of their school. 
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Teachers may use the scores from the CCR-TES to challenge their preconceived notions and 
expectations for SWD. It is important to consider the fact that SWD are going to college at an 
increasing rate and the majority of SWD believe they will obtain some form of postsecondary 
education (Lipscomb et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2011). If educators do not fully believe that 
SWD can achieve these goals, there is potential for students to not be receiving the most 
appropriate education to meet their transition goals. Additionally, there has been an increase in 
the level of support that is offered to SWD at many universities (McDermott & Nachman, 2019), 
making success in postsecondary education more of a possibility than ever before. Teachers must 
consider their score on the CCR-TES, their beliefs about SWD, and the vast array of possibilities 
for SWD once they exit high school. 
Research 
The first step in continuing the research in this area is to identify a factor model for the 
CCR-TES that has good model fit. The first recommendation is to explore the possibility of a 
second order or bi-factor model. Additionally, future research can include combining the EFA 
and CFA sample to determine if sample size had an impact on model fit. Once researchers are 
able to show better model fit, the research questions that were answered in this dissertation 
should be re-examined with the improved model fit. Future studies should explore ways to 
separate out possible differences in different disability categories or profiles of students with 
related strengths and weaknesses. This will be important to further understand the relationship 
between a student’s strength and weakness profile and what a teacher expects of them. Related to 
this, researchers should explore how the CCR-TES functions when teachers answer questions 
based on one specific student. A parallel form of the instrument could be developed that allows 
teachers to describe the student that may include disability category, IQ, post-school goals, and 
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percentage of the day spent in general education classes. A team of researchers is currently 
working on developing a student self-report CCR measure, which can be used to test convergent 
validity with the CCR-TES.  
  Once the CCR-TES has good model fit, it can be used in future studies to measure the 
effectiveness of professional development related to raising expectations. Additionally, the CCR-
TES may be used in longitudinal studies to test the hypothesis that CCR expectations are a 
predictor of post-school success. The CCR-TES may also be used to identify if teacher 
expectations are a predictor of a student's engagement in CTE classes or programs. Finally, 
researchers should also continue to explore the best ways to measure expectations for SWOD in 
order to compare post-school expectations for SWD versus SWOD statistically.   
Conclusion 
  The CCR-TES shows some evidence of construct validity but requires more sophisticated 
statistical analysis to improve the model fit. This may be accomplished through exploring a bi-
factor model, or revising the items on the instrument and collecting a new sample .However, 
based on the initial results of this study, on average, general education and special education 
teachers "slightly agree" that SWD can acquire CCR skills, which has possible negative 
ramifications for the level of support SWD receive in achieving their post-school goals. This 
study offers preliminary evidence that policymakers should consider when revising and creating 
new policies related to CCR, keeping a specific focus on SWD, academic and non-academic 
skills, and maintaining high expectations. Practitioners should reflect on their CCR expectations 
for SWD and learn about the support available for SWD at many universities and employers. 
Finally, researchers should refine the factor structure of the CCR-TES and consider ways that the 
instrument can assist in raising teachers’ CCR expectations for SWD.   
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Appendix A 
Inclusion Criteria for Literature Review 
Table A1 
Inclusion Criteria for CCR Framework Articles 
Category Inclusion 
Secondary Students in grades 6 through age 21 (if still being serviced on an 
IEP) 
College and Career 
Readiness (CCR) 
Abstract explicitly mentions: 
● the construct of CCR  
● “College readiness” or “postsecondary education readiness” or 
“college preparation” 
● “career preparation” or “career readiness” or “work readiness” 
● “college success” or “work success” 
Framework  Abstract explicitly states that the article is describing a 
framework explaining CCR (can also be describing the following 
terms:  
● “college readiness” or “postsecondary education readiness” 
● “career preparation” or “career readiness” or “work 
readiness”) 
Can also refer to the article describing a definition 
Original Research Study Must be reporting results from an original study 
Quantitative Study examined numerical data through quantitative techniques 
(causal, correlational, descriptive, etc.) 
Qualitative Uses qualitative methods (interview, document analysis, 
observation, etc.) to gain a deeper understanding 
College Focus Describes a theoretical framework for college readiness or 
preparedness 
Career Focus Describes a theoretical framework for career readiness or 
preparedness 
CCR Identifies a theory for both college and career readiness 
SWD Specific to SWD  
SW(O)D Students without disabilities, or a combination 
Note. IEP=Individualized Education Program 
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Table A2 
Inclusion Criteria for Teacher Expectation Articles 
Category Inclusion 
Teachers Teachers are studied as the unit of analysis  
Students with Disabilities Specific to SWD  
Expectations  Teacher’s postsecondary expectations of students with 
disabilities are addressed in the abstract (PSE, employment, 
independent living, etc.) Can be in the RQ or in results (for 
example, in a qualitative study)  
Original Research Study Must be reporting results from an original study 
Quantitative Study examined numerical data through quantitative techniques 
(causal, correlational, descriptive, etc.) 
Qualitative Uses qualitative methods (interview, document analysis, 
observation, etc.) to gain a deeper understanding 
General Education 
Teachers 
Grades 6-12 
Special Education 
Teachers 
Grades 6 through age 21 
CTE teachers Career Technical Education Teachers 
Postsecondary Education Can be any type of education after high school (technical school, 
community college, 4 year university, etc.) 
Employment Can be any time of expectation related to a student’s future 
employment  
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Appendix B 
Initial CCR-TES Item Pool 
“I believe that (students with no disability/ students with disabilities) can…” 
Academic Engagement 
1. Learn the core academic content necessary to be successful in postsecondary education 
2. Actively participate in class in order to learn academic content  
3. Exhibit work habits that are conducive to learning academic content in the secondary 
setting 
4. Be successful in career and technical education programs 
5. Develop a deep level of understanding academic content 
6. Exhibit strong work habits leading to productivity in the postsecondary education setting 
Mindsets 
1. Develop trusting relationships with members of the school community 
2. Meaningfully participate in extracurricular activities 
3. Understand failures or mistakes are a natural part of learning 
4. Learn to make positive changes through failures and mistakes 
5. Take ownership of their own learning through either help seeking and self-awareness 
6. Take ownership of their own learning through goal setting 
7. Take ownership of their own learning through self-monitoring 
8. Persist through difficult academic tasks 
9. Persist through difficult non-academic tasks 
10. Show motivation to do well academically 
11. Show motivation to do well in future careers 
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Learning Processes 
1. Independently utilize a variety of skills to access academic content 
2. Engage in the academic learning process 
3. Exhibit appropriate listening skills in order to engage in learning 
4. Exhibit appropriate communication skills in order to engage in learning 
5. Participate in group activities to access learning 
6. Use technology to learn academic concepts 
7. Learn to use a variety of skills to access content via test-taking  
8. Learn to use a variety of skills to access content via note-taking 
9. Learn to use a variety of skills to access content via time management  
Critical Thinking 
1. Use critical thinking skills to recognize problems in academic settings 
2. Use critical thinking skills to formulate problems in academic settings 
3. Collect data to test a hypothesis  
4. Learn to analyze research findings 
5. Learn to synthesize research findings 
6. Communicate their learning through either written or verbal presentations 
7. Monitor their progress towards a goal or solution to a problem 
8. Identify a variety of solutions to solve problems 
Interpersonal Engagement 
1. Appropriately engage with others in postsecondary settings or work environments 
2. Develop an understanding of others social awareness 
3. Develop an understanding of empathy 
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4. Understand the different cultures within college settings 
5. Understand the different cultures in employment settings 
6. Take responsibility for their own actions 
7. Adapt to new or unexpected situations in school or at work 
8. Advocate for their needs at school or at work 
9. Work in small groups to accomplish a common goal 
Transition Competencies  
1. Assume adult roles and responsibilities (e.g. Financial literacy, health and wellness, 
transportation, etc.) 
2. Understand how to access campus resources in a postsecondary setting 
3. Learn to live independently 
4. Develop post-school goals tied to interests  
5. Successfully apply to postsecondary institutions  
6. Successfully interview at postsecondary institutions  
7. Successfully apply to employment opportunities  
8. Interview successfully at job interviews  
9. Meet a variety of employer expectations 
10. Succeed in a competitive employment setting without supports 
11. Succeed in a competitive employment setting with supports 
  
65 
 
Appendix C 
Participant Demographic Questions 
1. Are you a certified general education or special education teacher? 
a. Yes 
b. No (if no, end the survey) 
2. What is your certification? 
a. General education 
b. Special education 
c. General and special education 
3. Do you currently teach in the state of Connecticut?  
a. Yes 
b. No  
4. Do you currently teach in a(n): 
a. Urban setting 
b. Rural setting 
c. Suburban setting 
5. Which population of students do you spend the majority of your day teaching? 
a. Little to no support needs (functions in general education with 
accommodations) 
b. More significant support needs (functions in general education with 
modifications and accommodations or spends a portion of their day in general 
education and a portion in self-contained) 
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c. Most significant support needs (spends the majority of their day in special 
education classes) 
d. Other  
6. I currently teach at: 
a. A public school 
b. A charter school 
c. A private school 
d. None of the above 
7. What is your highest level of education (If you’re currently enrolled in school, please 
indicate the highest degree you have received)? 
a. Less than a Bachelor’s degree 
b. Bachelor’s degree 
c. Master’s degree 
d. 6th year or administrative certificate 
e. PhD or EdD 
8. How many years have you been teaching full-time? 
a. Less than 3 years 
b. 3 to 9 years 
c. 10 to 20 years 
d. Over 20 years 
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Appendix D 
Content Validation Experts 
Nicholas Gelbar, PhD 
Assistant Professor 
University of Connecticut 
 
Michael Harvey, PhD 
Professor 
Pennsylvania State University  
 
Adam Lalor, PhD 
Lead Educational Specialist 
Landmark College 
 
Valerie Mazzotti, PhD 
Associate Professor 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte  
 
Allison Lombardi, PhD 
Associate Professor 
University of Connecticut 
 
Mary Morningstar, PhD 
Co-director, Think College Inclusion Oregon Project 
Portland State University 
 
Marcus Poppen, PhD 
Assistant Professor 
Washington State University 
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Dawn Rowe, PhD 
Associate Professor 
East Tennessee State University  
 
David Test, PhD 
Professor 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte  
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Appendix E 
Content Validation Form 
Rating Tasks: 
1. Please indicate the construct that you believe each statement best fits by writing the 
construct’s corresponding number (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6).  If you believe the statement does 
not fit any of the three constructs, please write 0.  
2. Please specify the certainty of your placement of the statement in its construct using the 
following scale: 
 1 = Not very sure 
 2 = Somewhat sure 
 3 = Very sure 
3. Please specify how relevant you believe each item to be to its construct by writing one of 
the following letters: 
 L= Low/No relevance 
 M = Mostly relevant 
 H = Highly relevant 
4. Please feel open to answering any of the open ended which follow the rating scale, as 
well as use track changes (or in writing if using a hard copy) if you have any suggested 
edits to the items or construct definitions. 
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# Construct Definition 
1 
Academic Engagement 
Expectation (AEE) 
The AEE construct measures teacher expectations that all 
students can be actively engaged with academic content. The 
core of this construct is the acquisition of academic content 
through interacting and engaging with the material. This factor 
will also measure a teacher’s expectation for cognitive and 
behavioral skills that students need to successfully engage with 
academics. These skills may include attendance, homework 
completion, active participation in class and less observable 
skills like making connections between different academic 
classes.  
2 Mind-sets Expectations (ME) 
The ME construct includes a teacher’s expectation that students 
will acquire the mentality that they can and will do well 
academically and in their careers. This factor contains skills like 
sense of belonging, growth mind-set, ownership of learning, and 
perseverance. This factor will measure a teacher’s expectation 
that all students have the ability to take academic risks and 
understand the importance of the growth that comes from 
making mistakes.  
3 
Learning Processes 
Expectations (LPE) 
The LPE includes items that will measure a teacher’s 
expectations that all students learn skills necessary to 
successfully engage in the learning process. These skills may 
include test taking, studying, and time management. 
4 
Critical Thinking Teacher 
Expectations (CTTE) 
The CTTE construct measures a teacher’s expectation that a 
student can think critically about academics and the world 
around them. The items on the CTTE include skills related to 
formulating problems, hypothesize solutions, collect evidence, 
analyze the evidence, and communicate findings.  
 
5 
Interpersonal Engagement 
Expectation (IEE) 
The IEE domain focuses on social skills with an emphasis on 
interactions with other individuals as well as understanding 
within themselves. The IEE will measure a teacher’s expectation 
that all students show responsibility and adaptability across 
educational and non-educational settings, collaborate with peers, 
and have an awareness in how others may be feeling or 
perceiving situations.  
 
6 
Transition Competencies 
Expectations (TCE) 
The TCE measures teacher’s expectation that students have the 
skills necessary to be successful after high school. The items in 
this construct focus on employment, postsecondary education, 
and independent living, with a focus on understanding shifting 
cultures and responsibilities within each unique setting. 
Morningstar, M. E., Lombardi, A., Fowler, C. H., & Test, D. W. (2017). A college and career readiness 
framework for secondary students with disabilities. Career Development and Transition for Exceptional 
Individuals, 40(2), 79-91. doi: 10.1177/2165143415589926 
All items begin with: “I believe (students without disabilities/ students disabilities can…” 
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Which Factor? Certainty? Relevance? 
0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 1, 2, 3 L, M, H 
1 
Understand how to access campus resources 
in a postsecondary setting    
2 
Successfully apply to employment 
opportunities     
3 
Develop post-school goals tied to interests  
   
4 
Appropriately engage with others in 
postsecondary settings or work environments    
5 
Understand the different cultures within 
college settings    
6 Learn to analyze research findings    
7 
Actively participate in class in order to access 
academic content 
   
8 
Successfully apply to postsecondary 
institutions    
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0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 1, 2, 3 L, M, H 
9 
Show motivation to do well in future careers 
   
10 
Learn the core academic content necessary to 
be successful in postsecondary education    
11 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting 
without supports    
12 
Be successful in Career and Technical 
Education programs    
13 Show motivation to do well academically    
14 
Participate in group activities to access 
learning    
15 
Understand failures or mistakes are a natural 
part of learning 
   
16 
Develop trusting relationships with members 
of the school community 
   
17 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting 
with supports 
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0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 1, 2, 3 L, M, H 
18 
Exhibit work habits that are conducive to 
accessing academic content in the secondary 
setting 
   
19 Persist through difficult non-academic tasks    
20 Develop an understanding of empathy    
21 
Exhibit appropriate communication skills in 
order to engage in learning 
   
22 
Develop a deep level of understanding 
academic content 
   
23 
Develop an understanding of social 
awareness 
   
24 Advocate for their needs at school or at work    
25 Meet a variety of employer expectations    
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26 
Monitor their progress towards a goal or 
solution to a problem 
   
27 
Work in small groups to accomplish a 
common goal 
   
28 Learn to live independently    
29 Use technology to learn academic concepts    
30 
Identify a variety of solutions to solve 
problems 
   
31 
Use critical thinking skills to recognize 
problems in academic settings 
   
32 Persist through difficult academic tasks    
33 
Communicate their learning through either 
written or verbal presentations 
   
34 Engage in the academic learning process.    
35 
Meaningfully participate in extracurricular 
activities 
   
36 
Assume adult roles and responsibilities (e.g. 
Financial literacy, health and wellness, 
transportation, etc.) 
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37 
Learn to use a variety of skills to access 
content via test-taking 
   
38 
Exhibit strong work habits leading to 
productivity in the postsecondary education 
setting 
   
39 
Learn to use a variety of skills to access 
content via note-taking 
   
40 
Independently utilize a variety of skills to 
access academic content 
   
41 
Adapt to new or unexpected situations in 
school or at work 
   
42 
Take ownership of their own learning through 
either help seeking and self-awareness 
   
43 Take responsibility for their own actions    
44 
Take ownership of their own learning through 
goal setting 
   
45 Collect data to test a hypothesis     
46 
Learn to make positive changes through 
failures and mistakes 
   
47 
Take ownership of their own learning through 
self-monitoring 
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0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 1, 2, 3 L, M, H 
48 
Understand the different cultures in 
employment settings 
   
49 
Learn to use a variety of skills to access 
content via time management 
   
50 
Use critical thinking skills to formulate 
problems in academic settings 
   
51 
Successfully interview at postsecondary 
institutions  
   
52 
Exhibit appropriate listening skills in order to 
engage in learning 
   
53 Learn to synthesize research findings    
54 Interview successfully at job interviews     
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1. Do you have any suggestions regarding the definitions to the any of the constructs? 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Are there any items you feel should be reworded or deleted? 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Do you feel the items cover the range of content for each construct as they are defined? If 
not, do you have any suggestions for additional items? 
 
 
 
 
4. Do you have any suggestions regarding the Likert scale (completely agree, mostly agree, 
slightly agree, slightly disagree, mostly disagree, completely disagree)? 
 
 
 
5. Any other thoughts or comments? 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you! 
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Appendix F 
Focus Group Semi-Structured Interview Questions 
1. Please comment on the “usability” of the instrument. For example, how likely would you be to complete it as a participant 
or how easy was the instrument to fill out? 
2. Please identify any items that you think may be missing from a construct. 
3. Please identify any items that you think are not appropriate or relevant to the instrument.  
4. Please comment on the clarity of the items. Which items, if any, were difficult to understand? 
5. Please comment on the rating scale of the instrument. What are the perceived advantages to having this scale? What are 
the perceived disadvantages? 
6. Approximately how long did this survey take you to complete? 
7. I’d like to recap what we have discussed so far. (Provide a brief summary of the topics discussed.) Are there any 
comments or concerns that have not yet been discussed? 
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Appendix G 
Results of the Content Validation 
Table G 
Quantitative Results of the Content Validation 
Item True F1 (%) F2(%) F3(%) F4(%) F5(%) F6(%) F0(%) 
Avg. 
Cert. 
Avg. 
Rel. 
1. Understand how to access 
campus resources in a 
postsecondary setting 
6 10     90  2.7 2.9 
2. Successfully apply to 
employment opportunities  
6      100  2.8 2.9 
3. Develop post-school goals tied 
to interests  
6      100  2.5 2.7 
4. Appropriately engage with 
others in postsecondary settings 
or work environments. 
5     90 10  2.4 2.6 
5. Understand the different 
cultures within college settings. 
5      90 10 2.4 2.6 
6. Learn to analyze research 
findings 
4    100    2.6 2.8 
7. Actively participate in class in 
order to learn academic content 
1 100       2.8 2.9 
8. Successfully apply to 
postsecondary institutions  
6      100  2.8 2.8 
9. Show motivation to do well in 
future careers 
2  80    20  2.1 2.5 
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Item True F1 (%) F2(%) F3(%) F4(%) F5(%) F6(%) F0(%) 
Avg. 
Cert. 
Avg. 
Rel. 
10. Learn the core academic content 
necessary to be successful in 
postsecondary education 
1 100       2.7 2.9 
11. Succeed in a competitive 
employment setting without 
supports 
6      100  2.7 2.6 
12. Be successful in Career and 
Technical Education programs 
1 50     50  2.3 2.4 
13. Show motivation to do well 
academically 
2 20 80      2.2 2.3 
14. Participate in group activities to 
access learning 
3 20  10  70   2.3 2.8 
15. Understand failures or mistakes 
are a natural part of learning 
2  100      3 2.9 
16. Develop trusting relationships 
with members of the school 
community 
2  20   80   2.7 2.5 
17. Succeed in a competitive 
employment setting with 
supports 
6      100  2.8 2.4 
18. Exhibit work habits that are 
conducive to learning academic 
content in the secondary setting 
1 60  40     2.5 2.9 
19. Persist through difficult non-
academic tasks 
2  100      2.6 2.8 
20. Develop an understanding of 
empathy 
5  10   90   2.7 2.6 
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Item True F1 (%) F2(%) F3(%) F4(%) F5(%) F6(%) F0(%) 
Avg. 
Cert. 
Avg. 
Rel. 
21. Exhibit appropriate 
communication skills in order to 
engage in learning 
3 20   20 60   2.2 2.9 
22. Develop a deep level of 
understanding academic content 
1 90   10    2.4 2.6 
23. Develop an understanding of 
social awareness 
5     100   2.9 2.7 
24. Advocate for their needs at 
school or at work 
5  30 10   60  2.2 2.8 
25. Meet a variety of employer 
expectations 
6      100  2.6 2.8 
26. Monitor their progress towards a 
goal or solution to a problem 
4 20 10 50 20    1.9 2.8 
27. Work in small groups to 
accomplish a common goal 
5     100   2.6 2.9 
28. Learn to live independently 6      100  2.9 2.9 
29. Use technology to learn 
academic concepts 
3 40  60     2.3 2.4 
30. Identify a variety of solutions to 
solve problems 
4    100    2.7 3 
31. Use critical thinking skills to 
recognize problems in academic 
settings 
4    100    2.7 2.8 
32. Persist through difficult 
academic tasks 
2  100      2.8 2.9 
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Item True F1 (%) F2(%) F3(%) F4(%) F5(%) F6(%) F0(%) 
Avg. 
Cert. 
Avg. 
Rel. 
33. Communicate their learning 
through either written or verbal 
presentations 
4 30  30 40    2.4 2.9 
34. Engage in the academic learning 
process 
3 90  10     2.8 2.8 
35. Meaningfully participate in 
extracurricular activities 
2  10   60 20 10 1.8 2.2 
36. Assume adult roles and 
responsibilities (e.g. Financial 
literacy, health and wellness, 
transportation, etc.) 
6      100  2.8 2.9 
37. Learn to use a variety of skills to 
access content via test-taking 
3 10  90     2.7 2.2 
38. Exhibit strong work habits 
leading to productivity in the 
postsecondary education setting 
1 40  40   20  2.1 2.4 
39. Learn to use a variety of skills to 
access content via note-taking  
3   100     2.6 2.6 
40. Independently use a variety of 
skills to access academic content 
3 20  80     1.9 2.6 
41. Adapt to new or unexpected 
situations in school or at work 
5 10 30   40 20  2 2.9 
42. Take ownership of their own 
learning through either help 
seeking and self-awareness 
2 10 80 10     2.3 3 
43. Take responsibility for their own 
actions 
2 10 80 10     2.3 2.7 
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Item True F1 (%) F2(%) F3(%) F4(%) F5(%) F6(%) F0(%) 
Avg. 
Cert. 
Avg. 
Rel. 
44. Take ownership of their own 
learning through goal setting 
2  90 10     2.2 2.6 
45. Collect data to test a hypothesis  4    100    2.7 2.5 
46. Learn to make positive changes 
through failures and mistakes 
2  100      2.8 2.9 
47. Take ownership of their own 
learning through self-monitoring 
2 10 50 40     2.3 2.8 
48. Understand the different cultures 
in employment settings 
5     20 70 10 2.5 2.5 
49. Learn to use a variety of skills to 
access content via time 
management 
3   100     2.8 2.7 
50. Use critical thinking skills to 
formulate problems in academic 
settings 
4    100    2.8 2.6 
51. Successfully interview at 
postsecondary institutions  
6     10 90  2.5 2.7 
52. Exhibit appropriate listening 
skills in order to engage in 
learning 
3 20  40  40   2.4 2.7 
53. Learn to synthesize research 
findings 
4    100    2.8 2.8 
54. Interview successfully at job 
interviews  
6     20 80  2.6 2.9 
 Note. True=hypothesized factor correspondence. F1=Academic Engagement, F2=Mindsets, F3=Learning Processes 
F4=Critical Thinking, F5=Interpersonal Engagement, F6=Transition Competencies, F0=no factor. Avg. Cert. = Average 
Certainty on a 3 point scale. High Rel. = Average Relevance on a 3 point scale. 
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Qualitative Results of the Content Validation 
1. Do you have any suggestions regarding the definitions to the any of the four constructs? 
a. “I do think the definitions could be more discrete from one another. I had to read and re-read the definitions many times 
to try and separate constructs from one another. I found there was a lot of potential for overlap between constructs, and 
that my certainty in selecting a factor for each item remains low.” 
b. “I do think the definitions could be more discrete from one another. I had to read and re-read the definitions many times 
to try and separate constructs from one another. I found there was a lot of potential for overlap between constructs, and 
that my certainty in selecting a factor for each item remains low.” 
c. “I think that you could remove the “…show responsibility and adaptability across educational and non-education 
settings…” from the definition of construct five; as this felt more like a mind-set expectation.” 
d. “Constructs 1-5 seem to be more academic than employment. Can they be reworded to be both?” 
e. “Item 1: Wondering if this is also a learning process statement? Help seeking behaviors such as this seem like it would 
fit there. It could also be considered under the interpersonal engagement, Item 3: factor 2 or 6? Item 4: factor 5 or 6? 
Item 5: factor 5 or 6? Item 6: factor 1 or 4? Item 12: factor 1 or 6? Item 14: factor 1 or 5? Item 24: factor 5 or 6? Item 
26: factor 2 or 4? Item 28: How do you define independently? Item 33: I think there are other ways to communicate 
learning as well. Item 40: factor 3 or 4? Item 41: factor 2 or 5? Item 42: factor 2 or 3? 
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f. “I also struggled with the distinction between Construct #1 and Construct #3. Content versus learning process makes 
sense, but the skills seem to overlap. Many items seemed to fit in either place, based on the definitions.” 
g. “Minor editorial consideration: decide on “expectation” or “expectations” for construct titles and definitions and be 
consistent.” 
h. “Definitions seem straightforward” 
i. “Definitions seem straightforward” 
2. Are there any items you feel should be reworded or deleted? 
a. “Rephrase items 37, 39, 49; Items 9 and 13- use a different word than ‘show’” 
b. “Items 11 and 17. I was at first caught of guard by the question about success in competitive employment without 
supports – feeling that the “without supports” suggests that having supports is a negative thing. This was reconciled a 
bit after reading the other question that said “with supports”, but, if you’re not trying to directly tackle the comparison 
between these two items here, I would suggest removing the “without supports” question.” 
c. “Items 11 and 17. I was at first caught of guard by the question about success in competitive employment without 
supports – feeling that the “without supports” suggests that having supports is a negative thing. This was reconciled a 
bit after reading the other question that said “with supports”, but, if you’re not trying to directly tackle the comparison 
between these two items here, I would suggest removing the “without supports” question.” 
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d. “Item 37 states ‘learning to use a variety of skills to access content via test-taking.’ This item didn’t make sense to me. 
Test-taking is not usually a skill used to access content – but rather to assess learning.  I would also raise this question 
about time management. Is time management a skill used to access content? Maybe, but I don’t typically think about 
this in that way. Perhaps what you’re trying to get at is ‘learning to use a variety of skills that support test taking’ or, 
‘learning to use a variety of skills that support effective time management.’” 
e. “Reword #5- not clear what "culture" is; reword #48 
f. “No” 
g. “#20, #23, #37 (unclear wording); #42 has an ‘either’ but not an ‘or’” 
h. “Item 20: Do you mean an understanding, or develop empathy itself; Item 23: Does this really mean understanding of 
how socially aware others are? Or ‘develop an understanding of others; develop social awareness’; Item 37: I'm not 
sure what this question means. It sounds like learning by taking a test, but I don't think that's the intent.” 
i. “Also, some items include ‘their’ while others don't. I would not use ‘their;’ Item 6: "research findings"- very specific; 
Item 35: not sure exactly what ‘meaningfully participate’ means” 
j. “difficulty with the word motivation in items 9 and 13; combine item 17 with item 11; item 20 is not clear; change 
wording on item 31 (critical thinking); item 38: leave off  ‘in the postsecondary education setting’; item 41 is not clear- 
academic or social?” 
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3. Do you feel the items cover the range of content for each construct as they are defined? If not, do you have any suggestions for 
additional items? 
a. “Without seeing them grouped as a single construct, this is difficult for me to be able to answer.” 
b. “yes” 
4. Do you have any suggestions regarding the Likert scale (completely agree, mostly agree, slightly agree, slightly disagree, 
mostly disagree, completely disagree)? 
a. “No” 
b. “This seems appropriate to me” 
c. “No” 
5. Any other thoughts or comments? 
a. “Overall, the directions were very clear and I knew what you needed me to do.”  
b. “The survey is very comprehensive and gets at a lot of crucial skills.” 
c. “I got stuck multiple times on future-oriented questions, and fitting these to the appropriate construct. For example, 
‘exhibit strong work habits leading to productivity in the postsecondary education setting’: are the strong work habits 
exhibited now (Construct #3) and will benefit postsecondary performance, or is the item about anticipating work habits 
when the student gets to college (Construct #6)? As another example, the items about applying for employment and 
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postsecondary education: skills to apply don’t necessarily mean skills to be successful in, so these don’t exactly match 
the definition for #6, but they seem to apply to transition.” 
d. “There were fewer items that fell under critical thinking-- the ones that did seemed very ‘researchy’ you might consider 
items that focus more broadly on critical thinking” 
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Appendix H 
Final Items in CCR-TES Organized by Hypothesized Construct 
SWD SWOD Item Description 
Academic Engagement 
7_7 2_7 Actively participate in class in order to learn academic content 
7_10 2_10 
Learn the core academic content necessary to be successful in postsecondary 
education. 
11_8 4_8 Develop a deep level of understanding academic content 
12_8 
5_8 
 
Engage in the academic learning process 
13_1 6_1 Learn to use a variety of note-taking strategies 
13_2 6_2 Independently use a variety of skills to access academic content 
13_8 6_8 Learn to use a variety of time management strategies 
13_11 6_11 Exhibit appropriate listening skills in order to engage in learning 
12_2 5_2 Monitor their progress towards a goal or solution to a problem 
Ownership of Learning 
7_9 2_9 Demonstrate persistence through tasks while at work 
11_2 4_2 Demonstrate persistence through academic tasks 
11_3 4_3 Understand failures or mistakes are a natural part of learning 
11_5 4_5 Persist through difficult non-academic tasks 
13_4 6_4 Take ownership of their own learning through goal setting 
13_6 6_6 Learn to make positive changes through failures and mistakes 
13_7 6_7 Take ownership of their own actions or learning through self-monitoring 
Process-Oriented Skills 
7_6 2_6 Learn to analyze research findings 
12_5 5_5 Identify a variety of solutions to solve problems 
12_6 5_6 Use critical thinking skills to recognize problems in academic settings. 
12_7 5_7 Communicate their learning through either written or verbal presentations 
13_5 6_5 Collect data to test a hypothesis 
13_9 6_9 Use critical thinking skills to formulate problems in academic settings 
13_12 6_12 
Learn to synthesize research findings 
 
Interpersonal Engagement 
7_4 2_4 
Appropriately engage with others in postsecondary settings or work 
environments. 
11_4 4_4 Develop trusting relationships with members of the school community 
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11_6 4_6 
Develop the ability to demonstrate empathy (the ability to understand and share 
the feelings of another) 
11_7 4_7 Exhibit appropriate communication skills across a variety of settings 
11_9 4_9 
Develop an understanding of social awareness (understand and respond to the 
needs of others) 
12_3 5_3 Work in small groups to accomplish a common goal 
13_3 6_3 
Adapt to new or unexpected interpersonal situations in school or at work (e.g., 
upset customer, conflict with professor, new coworker sharing an office, 
etc.) 
Transition Competencies 
7_1 2_1 Understand how to access campus resources in a postsecondary setting 
7_2 2_2 Successfully apply to employment opportunities 
7_3 2_3 
Develop post-high school (employment, postsecondary education, independent 
living, etc.) Goals tied to interests 
7_5 2_5 
Understand the different social and academic expectations in a college or 
employment setting 
7_8 2_8 Successfully apply to postsecondary institutions 
11_1 4_1 
Succeed in a competitive employment setting with or without supports (job 
coach, natural supports, etc.) 
11_10 4_10 Advocate for their needs at school or at work 
12_1 5_1 Meet a variety of employer expectations 
12_4 5_4 Learn to live independently 
12_9 
5_9 
 
Assume adult roles and responsibilities (e.g. Financial literacy, health and 
wellness, transportation, etc.) 
13_10 6_10 Successfully interview at postsecondary institutions 
13_13 6_13 Interview successfully at job interviews 
Note. SWD= students with disabilities. SWOD=students without disabilities. Numbers refer to 
the item numbers used in analysis.  
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Appendix I 
Skew, Kurtosis, Means, and Standard Deviations for SWD and SWOD 
Variable n M SD Skew Kurtosis 
Students Without Disabilities 
2_1 230 4.678 1.10 -1.182 1.310 
2_2 230 4.796 1.02 -1.303 2.299 
2_3 230 4.752 1.10 -1.278 1.797 
2_4 230 4.765 1.09 -1.338 1.799 
2_5 230 4.552 1.18 -0.963 0.457 
2_6 230 4.091 1.25 -0.507 -0.206 
2_7 230 4.478 1.26 -1.264 1.761 
2_8 230 4.839 1.10 -1.376 2.090 
2_9 230 4.526 1.18 -1.091 0.985 
2_10 230 4.778 1.10 -1.599 2.840 
4_1 230 4.874 1.14 -1.614 2.720 
4_2 229 4.699 1.07 -1.261 1.828 
4_3 229 4.445 1.29 -0.945 0.132 
4_4 230 5.004 1.04 -1.653 3.694 
4_5 230 4.635 1.16 -1.115 1.029 
4_6 229 4.677 1.16 -1.113 1.098 
4_7 230 4.604 1.16 -1.033 0.911 
4_8 230 4.504 1.18 -0.879 0.360 
4_9 229 4.642 1.17 -1.017 0.705 
4_10 229 4.502 1.21 -0.841 0.240 
5_1 213 4.906 1.03 -1.537 3.188 
5_2 212 4.731 0.99 -1.061 1.661 
5_3 212 4.981 1.00 -1.805 4.413 
5_4 212 5.127 1.10 -1.923 4.413 
5_5 212 4.731 1.05 -1.156 1.836 
5_6 212 4.608 1.12 -1.095 1.139 
5_7 212 4.892 1.03 -1.269 2.207 
5_8 211 5.005 0.94 -1.577 4.098 
5_9 212 4.797 1.12 -1.184 1.396 
6_1 213 4.798 1.15 -1.354 2.108 
6_2 213 4.845 1.02 -1.218 2.236 
6_3 213 4.554 1.20 -1.083 1.194 
6_4 213 4.554 1.16 -0.988 1.024 
6_5 213 4.446 1.22 -0.916 0.398 
6_6 213 4.615 1.11 -0.952 0.754 
6_7 212 4.420 1.24 -0.821 0.254 
6_8 212 4.571 1.20 -1.040 0.704 
6_9 212 4.495 1.20 -0.858 0.289 
6_10 211 4.697 1.09 -1.159 1.704 
6_11 213 4.695 1.14 -1.148 1.223 
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Variable n M SD Skew Kurtosis 
6_12 213 4.319 1.22 -0.765 0.295 
6_13 213 4.761 1.10 -1.200 1.725 
Students with Disabilities 
7_1 192 4.120 1.08 -0.507 -0.368 
7_2 190 4.258 1.31 -0.711 -0.115 
7_3 192 4.396 1.27 -0.619 -0.193 
7_4 192 4.349 1.22 -0.758 0.074 
7_5 192 3.984 1.41 -0.549 -0.638 
7_6 191 3.623 1.43 -0.205 -0.932 
7_7 191 4.335 1.26 -0.744 -0.059 
7_8 191 4.162 1.36 -0.609 -0.375 
7_9 191 4.356 1.38 -0.753 -0.312 
7_10 191 4.120 1.30 -0.697 -0.142 
11_1 192 4.312 1.34 -0.803 -0.042 
11_2 191 4.215 1.31 -0.727 -0.271 
11_3 192 4.120 1.41 -0.695 -0.466 
11_4 192 4.922 1.11 -1.523 2.812 
11_5 191 4.387 1.23 -0.835 0.308 
11_6 192 4.391 1.30 -0.829 -0.052 
11_7 192 4.104 1.29 -0.645 -0.359 
11_8 192 3.693 1.46 -0.247 -1.009 
11_9 191 4.079 1.36 -0.557 -0.624 
11_10 191 4.220 1.38 -0.577 -0.647 
12_1 190 4.668 1.19 -1.203 1.325 
12_2 190 4.174 1.30 -0.637 -0.250 
12_3 189 4.667 1.15 -1.058 1.226 
12_4 190 4.047 1.35 -0.552 -0.419 
12_5 191 3.896 1.41 -0.305 -0.941 
12_6 190 4.205 1.30 -0.614 -0.385 
12_7 190 4.653 1.14 -0.953 0.894 
12_8 190 4.426 1.29 -0.885 0.323 
12_9 190 4.284 1.30 -0.829 0.217 
13_1 190 4.758 1.07 -1.449 3.056 
13_2 190 4.116 1.34 -0.622 -0.465 
13_3 190 4.005 1.39 -0.460 -0.761 
13_4 189 4.217 1.41 -0.569 -0.675 
13_5 189 3.735 1.46 -0.203 -0.981 
13_6 187 4.358 1.24 -0.805 0.253 
13_7 189 4.249 1.36 -0.671 -0.386 
13_8 189 4.307 1.30 -0.596 -0.316 
13_9 189 3.847 1.40 -0.311 -1.011 
13_10 188 4.261 1.34 -0.601 -0.508 
13_11 189 4.291 1.30 -0.822 -0.034 
13_12 187 3.599 1.46 -0.129 -1.093 
13_13 188 4.473 1.29 -0.810 -0.092 
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Appendix J 
Inter-Item Correlations 
Item 7_1 7_2 7_3 7_4 7_5 7_6 7_7 7_8 7_9 7_10 
7_1 —          
7_2 0.811 —         
7_3 0.748 0.822 —        
7_4 0.786 0.772 0.760 —       
7_5 0.789 0.737 0.708 0.795 —      
7_6 0.747 0.719 0.714 0.669 0.707 —     
7_7 0.668 0.683 0.680 0.710 0.699 0.636 —    
7_8 0.765 0.712 0.667 0.745 0.701 0.680 0.636 —   
7_9 0.675 0.679 0.701 0.701 0.715 0.665 0.750 0.647 —  
7_10 0.753 0.714 0.711 0.692 0.733 0.736 0.738 0.746 0.729 — 
11_1 0.603 0.686 0.688 0.643 0.649 0.623 0.635 0.593 0.646 0.684 
11_2 0.675 0.683 0.689 0.700 0.705 0.701 0.708 0.683 0.796 0.768 
11_3 0.680 0.633 0.622 0.689 0.672 0.633 0.651 0.677 0.743 0.693 
11_4 0.531 0.533 0.539 0.619 0.546 0.425 0.600 0.523 0.598 0.519 
11_5 0.637 0.626 0.640 0.710 0.648 0.599 0.698 0.634 0.776 0.658 
11_6 0.658 0.621 0.536 0.721 0.662 0.586 0.640 0.644 0.675 0.622 
11_7 0.656 0.621 0.628 0.728 0.692 0.659 0.732 0.676 0.710 0.681 
11_8 0.716 0.693 0.645 0.682 0.740 0.749 0.686 0.699 0.660 0.757 
11_9 0.664 0.641 0.629 0.732 0.691 0.658 0.635 0.605 0.667 0.634 
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Item 7_1 7_2 7_3 7_4 7_5 7_6 7_7 7_8 7_9 7_10 
11_10 0.652 0.662 0.649 0.706 0.651 0.639 0.624 0.635 0.664 0.646 
12_1 0.651 0.622 0.611 0.653 0.561 0.584 0.589 0.649 0.678 0.639 
12_2 0.708 0.665 0.662 0.689 0.662 0.651 0.676 0.660 0.748 0.741 
12_3 0.556 0.545 0.510 0.556 0.494 0.511 0.573 0.568 0.584 0.556 
12_4 0.610 0.651 0.555 0.556 0.523 0.525 0.580 0.609 0.562 0.584 
12_5 0.709 0.646 0.593 0.656 0.649 0.860 0.657 0.658 0.662 0.677 
12_6 0.733 0.704 0.654 0.687 0.706 0.769 0.675 0.692 0.703 0.787 
12_7 0.653 0.647 0.624 0.631 0.670 0.665 0.660 0.652 0.698 0.706 
12_8 0.604 0.600 0.552 0.581 0.583 0.570 0.693 0.554 0.682 0.655 
12_9 0.626 0.634 0.610 0.607 0.660 0.619 0.604 0.667 0.692 0.724 
13_1 0.628 0.633 0.558 0.548 0.581 0.550 0.670 0.554 0.662 0.631 
13_2 0.605 0.606 0.563 0.656 0.592 0.624 0.616 0.561 0.670 0.659 
13_3 0.661 0.643 0.607 0.634 0.676 0.637 0.671 0.584 0.662 0.649 
13_4 0.675 0.651 0.613 0.670 0.638 0.625 0.703 0.623 0.689 0.695 
13_5 0.690 0.616 0.616 0.639 0.646 0.781 0.668 0.632 0.626 0.672 
13_6 0.598 0.625 0.567 0.580 0.603 0.546 0.661 0.566 0.716 0.631 
13_7 0.621 0.547 0.509 0.583 0.582 0.568 0.624 0.632 0.638 0.604 
13_8 0.555 0.553 0.520 0.535 0.585 0.588 0.578 0.523 0.624 0.586 
13_9 0.714 0.673 0.620 0.658 0.705 0.719 0.662 0.665 0.667 0.695 
13_10 0.678 0.682 0.619 0.627 0.593 0.614 0.633 0.749 0.641 0.683 
13_11 0.633 0.662 0.639 0.648 0.590 0.615 0.622 0.626 0.671 0.668 
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Item 7_1 7_2 7_3 7_4 7_5 7_6 7_7 7_8 7_9 7_10 
13_12 0.721 0.646 0.612 0.645 0.674 0.785 0.614 0.692 0.655 0.681 
13_13 0.653 0.669 0.567 0.642 0.596 0.545 0.622 0.656 0.631 0.657 
Item 11_1 11_2 11_3 11_4 11_5 11_6 11_7 11_8 11_9 11_10 
11_1 —         
 
11_2 0.670 —        
 
11_3 0.607 0.753 —       
 
11_4 0.456 0.597 0.565 —      
 
11_5 0.585 0.796 0.765 0.666 —     
 
11_6 0.556 0.670 0.642 0.587 0.669 —    
 
11_7 0.592 0.699 0.681 0.636 0.772 0.664 —   
 
11_8 0.615 0.709 0.682 0.493 0.655 0.591 0.724 —   
11_9 0.544 0.667 0.636 0.595 0.656 0.717 0.760 0.705 —  
11_10 0.601 0.696 0.592 0.595 0.687 0.624 0.716 0.628 0.756 — 
12_1 0.622 0.688 0.653 0.579 0.669 0.643 0.686 0.618 0.667 0.646 
12_2 0.602 0.722 0.686 0.559 0.663 0.665 0.688 0.693 0.725 0.687 
12_3 0.500 0.589 0.573 0.524 0.591 0.618 0.598 0.528 0.603 0.596 
12_4 0.546 0.576 0.540 0.536 0.592 0.631 0.572 0.553 0.597 0.604 
12_5 0.571 0.709 0.695 0.514 0.695 0.640 0.665 0.751 0.688 0.639 
12_6 0.613 0.731 0.718 0.461 0.707 0.646 0.693 0.777 0.663 0.629 
12_7 0.613 0.720 0.680 0.503 0.704 0.633 0.738 0.707 0.605 0.567 
12_8 0.557 0.614 0.625 0.558 0.662 0.587 0.657 0.508 0.561 0.526 
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Item 11_1 11_2 11_3 11_4 11_5 11_6 11_7 11_8 11_9 11_10 
12_9 0.642 0.687 0.668 0.526 0.717 0.654 0.660 0.631 0.614 0.653 
13_1 0.519 0.635 0.605 0.449 0.633 0.587 0.562 0.627 0.522 0.511 
13_2 0.521 0.697 0.637 0.356 0.683 0.571 0.644 0.681 0.552 0.519 
13_3 0.564 0.674 0.654 0.412 0.664 0.614 0.672 0.695 0.653 0.609 
13_4 0.554 0.717 0.692 0.503 0.675 0.619 0.652 0.643 0.636 0.610 
13_5 0.581 0.681 0.633 0.365 0.632 0.590 0.638 0.755 0.611 0.634 
13_6 0.521 0.657 0.664 0.531 0.690 0.631 0.637 0.612 0.612 0.609 
13_7 0.467 0.702 0.708 0.466 0.702 0.618 0.660 0.642 0.636 0.600 
13_8 0.468 0.661 0.595 0.500 0.643 0.583 0.616 0.621 0.631 0.596 
13_9 0.603 0.670 0.713 0.442 0.669 0.611 0.690 0.800 0.702 0.627 
13_10 0.589 0.681 0.661 0.472 0.641 0.576 0.629 0.625 0.526 0.613 
13_11 0.583 0.684 0.665 0.521 0.695 0.562 0.664 0.677 0.598 0.615 
13_12 0.555 0.641 0.663 0.399 0.598 0.600 0.637 0.751 0.634 0.595 
13_13 0.617 0.631 0.616 0.532 0.634 0.603 0.590 0.633 0.605 0.602 
Item 12_1 12_2 12_3 12_4 12_5 12_6 12_7 12_8 12_9 13_1 
12_1 —          
12_2 0.778 —         
12_3 0.726 0.684 —        
12_4 0.727 0.673 0.766 —       
12_5 0.711 0.765 0.670 0.689 —      
12_6 0.672 0.749 0.597 0.623 0.830 —     
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Item 12_1 12_2 12_3 12_4 12_5 12_6 12_7 12_8 12_9 13_1 
12_7 0.625 0.671 0.658 0.654 0.689 0.745 —    
12_8 0.662 0.677 0.650 0.632 0.621 0.669 0.723 —   
12_9 0.712 0.698 0.575 0.703 0.689 0.762 0.714 0.699 —  
13_1 0.576 0.613 0.576 0.629 0.647 0.653 0.641 0.612 0.578 — 
13_2 0.569 0.616 0.563 0.614 0.690 0.723 0.762 0.617 0.683 0.756 
13_3 0.654 0.701 0.579 0.652 0.710 0.741 0.689 0.631 0.685 0.720 
13_4 0.674 0.722 0.623 0.638 0.695 0.734 0.687 0.733 0.654 0.666 
13_5 0.591 0.697 0.589 0.570 0.722 0.753 0.687 0.562 0.614 0.655 
13_6 0.670 0.739 0.701 0.664 0.652 0.655 0.660 0.742 0.664 0.711 
13_7 0.686 0.720 0.691 0.656 0.688 0.684 0.712 0.696 0.665 0.632 
13_8 0.637 0.699 0.639 0.639 0.642 0.636 0.674 0.672 0.658 0.651 
13_9 0.635 0.712 0.611 0.592 0.777 0.810 0.746 0.680 0.678 0.674 
13_10 0.690 0.663 0.645 0.680 0.607 0.654 0.703 0.671 0.720 0.624 
13_11 0.701 0.740 0.620 0.677 0.687 0.737 0.694 0.689 0.708 0.596 
13_12 0.582 0.737 0.606 0.571 0.756 0.784 0.710 0.597 0.632 0.638 
13_13 0.792 0.699 0.649 0.727 0.627 0.619 0.592 0.652 0.689 0.612 
Item 13_2 13_3 13_4 13_5 13_6 13_7 13_8 13_9 13_10 13_11 
13_2 —          
13_3 0.767 —         
13_4 0.696 136 —        
13_5 0.710 0.738 0.674 —       
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Item 13_2 13_3 13_4 13_5 13_6 13_7 13_8 13_9 13_10 13_11 
13_6 0.638 0.734 0.737 0.628 —      
13_7 0.700 0.725 0.772 0.667 0.777 —     
13_8 0.697 0.719 0.684 0.649 0.750 0.779 —    
13_9 0.766 0.790 0.735 0.769 0.711 0.743 0.735 —   
13_10 0.654 0.659 0.718 0.636 0.651 0.693 0.627 0.698 —  
13_11 0.634 0.680 0.731 0.620 0.728 0.724 0.677 0.672 0.702 — 
13_12 0.666 0.721 0.673 0.827 0.679 0.662 0.640 0.822 0.651 0.671 
13_13 0.563 0.641 0.666 0.584 0.674 0.686 0.634 0.644 0.805 0.713 
Item 13_12 13_13         
13_12 —          
13_13 0.563 —         
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Appendix L 
5- Factor Model Pattern Coefficients with Items Below 0.50 or Above 1.0 Suppressed 
Item Item description Factor 
  1 2 3 4 5 
7_1 Understand how to access campus resources in a 
postsecondary setting 
0.783     
7_3 Develop post-high school (employment, postsecondary 
education, independent living, etc.) Goals tied to interests  
0.895     
7_5 Understand the different social and academic expectations in 
a college or employment setting 
0.997     
7_6 Learn to analyze research findings 0.766     
7_7 Actively participate in class in order to learn academic 
content 
0.677     
7_8 Successfully apply to postsecondary institutions 0.647     
7_9 Demonstrate persistence through tasks while at work 0.714     
7_10 Learn the core academic content necessary to be successful in 
postsecondary education 
0.660     
11_1 Succeed in a competitive employment setting with or without 
supports (job coach, natural supports, etc.) 
0.647     
11_2 Demonstrate persistence through academic tasks  0.681     
11_3 Understand failures or mistakes are a natural part of learning 0.599     
11_4 Develop trusting relationships with members of the school 
community 
0.858     
11_5 Persist through difficult non-academic tasks 0.652     
11_6 Develop the ability to demonstrate empathy (the ability to 
understand and share the feelings of another) 
0.670     
11_7 Exhibit appropriate communication skills across a variety of 
settings 
0.816     
11_8 Develop a deep level of understanding academic content 0.685     
11_9 Develop an understanding of social awareness (understand 
and respond to the needs of others) 
0.933     
11_10 Advocate for their needs at school or at work 0.818     
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Item Item description Factor 
  1 2 3 4 5 
12_1 Meet a variety of employer expectations  0.704    
12_3 Work in small groups to accomplish a common goal  0.877    
12_7 Communicate their learning through either written or verbal 
presentations 
 0.683    
12_8 Engage in the academic learning process  0.544    
12_9 Assume adult roles and responsibilities (e.g., financial 
literacy, health and wellness, transportation, etc.) 
 0.600    
13_1 Learn to use a variety of note-taking strategies   0.953    
13_2 Independently use a variety of skills to access academic 
content 
 0.576    
13_3 Adapt to new or unexpected interpersonal situations in 
school or at work (e.g., upset customer, conflict with a 
professor, new coworker sharing an office, etc.) 
 0.597    
13_4 Take ownership of their own learning through goal setting  0.625    
13_6 Learn to make positive changes through failures and 
mistakes 
 0.801    
13_7 Take ownership of their own actions or learning through self-
monitoring 
 0.881    
13_8 Learn to use a variety of time management strategies  0.810    
13_10 Successfully interview at postsecondary institutions  0.777    
13_11 Exhibit appropriate listening skills in order to engage in 
learning 
 0.660    
13_13 Interview successfully at job interviews  0.840    
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Appendix M 
5-Factor Model Structure Matrix 
Item Item description Factor 
  1 2 3 4 5 
7_1 Understand how to access campus resources in a 
postsecondary setting 
0.851 0.709 0.404 0.115 0.330 
7_3 Develop post-high school (employment, postsecondary 
education, independent living, etc.) Goals tied to 
interests  
0.815 0.650 0.300 0.205 0.319 
7_5 Understand the different social and academic 
expectations in a college or employment setting 
0.851 0.668 0.379 0.234 0.218 
7_6 Learn to analyze research findings 0.803 0.652 0.546 0.182 0.242 
7_7 Actively participate in class in order to learn 
academic content 
0.812 0.735 0.273 0.265 0.166 
7_8 Successfully apply to postsecondary institutions 0.813 0.706 0.295 0.127 0.404 
7_9 Demonstrate persistence through tasks while at work 0.841 0.773 0.206 0.449 0.138 
7_10 Learn the core academic content necessary to be 
successful in postsecondary education 
0.840 0.735 0.381 0.294 0.349 
11_1 Succeed in a competitive employment setting with or 
without supports (job coach, natural supports, etc.) 
0.741 0.637 0.237 0.214 0.340 
11_2 Demonstrate persistence through academic tasks  0.852 0.784 0.285 0.424 0.154 
11_3 Understand failures or mistakes are a natural part of 
learning 
0.805 0.757 0.242 0.395 0.147 
11_4 Develop trusting relationships with members of the 
school community 
0.698 0.619 -0.169 0.201 0.007 
11_5 Persist through difficult non-academic tasks 0.825 0.796 0.135 0.483 0.033 
11_6 Develop the ability to demonstrate empathy (the 
ability to understand and share the feelings of 
another) 
0.784 0.731 0.171 0.173 0.026 
11_7 Exhibit appropriate communication skills across a 
variety of settings 
0.843 0.759 0.226 0.287 0.000 
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Item Item description Factor 
  1 2 3 4 5 
11_8 Develop a deep level of understanding academic 
content 
0.825 0.717 0.508 0.227 0.158 
11_9 Develop an understanding of social awareness 
(understand and respond to the needs of others) 
0.837 0.728 0.244 0.039 -0.132 
11_10 Advocate for their needs at school or at work 0.812 0.715 0.192 0.094 0.042 
12_1 Meet a variety of employer expectations 0.787 0.843 0.095 0.072 0.152 
12_3 Work in small groups to accomplish a common goal 0.690 0.812 0.129 0.089 0.024 
12_7 Communicate their learning through either written or 
verbal presentations 
0.724 0.811 0.157 0.368 0.124 
12_8 Engage in the academic learning process 0.780 0.809 0.225 0.297 0.215 
12_9 Assume adult roles and responsibilities (e.g. Financial 
literacy, health and wellness, transportation, etc.) 
0.687 0.755 0.393 0.401 0.112 
13_1 Learn to use a variety of note-taking strategies  0.701 0.827 0.164 0.059 0.129 
13_2 Independently use a variety of skills to access 
academic content 
0.704 0.770 0.528 0.494 0.079 
13_3 Adapt to new or unexpected interpersonal situations 
in school or at work (e.g., upset customer, 
conflict with professor, new coworker sharing 
an office, etc.) 
0.761 0.813 0.490 0.320 0.035 
13_4 Take ownership of their own learning through goal 
setting 
0.776 0.833 0.344 0.336 0.113 
13_6 Learn to make positive changes through failures and 
mistakes 
0.739 0.858 0.216 0.343 -0.009 
13_7 Take ownership of their own actions or learning 
through self-monitoring 
0.733 0.867 0.300 0.315 -0.013 
13_8 Learn to use a variety of time management strategies 0.698 0.823 0.325 0.304 -0.082 
13_10 Successfully interview at postsecondary institutions 0.752 0.819 0.254 0.229 0.424 
13_11 Exhibit appropriate listening skills in order to engage 
in learning 
0.766 0.826 0.233 0.270 0.169 
13_13 Interview successfully at job interviews 0.749 0.830 0.126 0.077 0.318 
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